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Abstract 
This thesis develops a social semiotic analysis of pedagogic 
communication in a media studies course which the author taught from 
1993 until 1997. The author taught the course as part of an undergraduate 
honours degree about science, culture and communication in a university in 
the UK. The analysis describes the structuring of pedagogic practice on the 
level of the curriculum, and within the author's own "Communicating 
Science" module. The analysis also describes student receptions of 
pedagogic practice. The research reveals the extent to which pedagogic 
communication served to sustain the order which the degree was designed 
to contest: an order based on positivist conceptions of science, science 
communication, and therein, media theory and practice. The thesis 
concludes by proposing a theory of instruction which is designed to enable 
students to acquire the rules of realisation for more critical forms of science 
communication. 
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Introduction 
Teaching media theory and practice 
In this thesis, I will analyse the construction and reception of pedagogic 
discourse (cf. chapter one) in a course which I taught from 1993 to 1997: 
the BA (lions) in Science, Culture and Communication (to be referred to 
from here onwards as SCC) which was offered by one of the so-called new 
universities 1. 
Although I will explain the many ways in which the SCC course was 
not a 'mainstream' media studies course, there is one feature of the degree 
which made it identical to many other courses in media studies, and which 
will receive the most attention in this thesis: the SCC course, like many 
other courses in the UK, combined the teaching and learning of media 
studies, with the teaching and learning of media production. In the words of 
many educators in undergraduate degrees, it taught both 'media theory' 
and 'media practice'. As such, it formed a part of a more general modality of 
teaching media studies in higher education, which I will refer to as the 
combined modality2. 
Until recently, this modality constituted a relatively small, and 
indeed marginal form of higher education in the UK. However, in the 
1990's, the field experienced an extraordinary period of growth. Whereas in 
1990, 5,855 people applied for degree courses in media studies, by 1995 this 
number had risen to 32,862 for media studies, with a further 12,039 for 
communication studies courses3. As the number of applicants grew, so did 
the controversy surrounding the educational modality. From 1994 onwards, 
a veritable polemic about the value of the combined modality developed in 
the national press in the UK (cf. Appendix IX). 
The SCC benefited from this rise in the popularity in media studies 
to the extent that many, if not most students in the SCC degree chose the 
degree thanks to its media aspects. Indeed, although I will be analysing 
pedagogic discourse in the SCC curriculum as a whole, I will be particularly 
interested in analysing these media aspects as they were structured in a 
first-year 'media theory and practice' module4 for which I was course tutor. 
Why study the combined modality in general, and the media aspects 
of the SCC course in particular? 
My principle motivation is a practical one. Soon after I first began 
teaching theory-practice courses on the undergraduate level (at the 
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Javeriana University in Bogota, Colombia, in 1986), I became aware of the 
difficulty of teaching students to develop ideologically critical ways of 
engaging in media production. For this reason, I decided to investigate my 
own teaching, and that of other practitioners, as part of an effort to develop 
more effective ways of teaching 'media theory and practice'. 
Unsurprisingly, my first efforts to investigate the pedagogic process 
drew on media and cultural studies, or what in Latin America is known as 
communication and culture studies. In particular, I focused the powerful 
light of critical theory on student learning practices. Critical theory enabled 
me to critique student learning practices as manifestations of 
instrumental reason and technical rationality. Critical theorists like Adorno 
and Habermas have explained that modern culture favours forms of 
knowledge which are conducive to an instrumental control and 
manipulation of social processes. The use of technology is accorded the 
status of an ostensibly value-free, and a-cultural "tool" which can be used 
for purely instrumental purposes. In my first years of pedagogic practice, 
it seemed clear to me that students were responding to my teaching along 
the lines of this ideology (conceived at that point as a 'world view'). They 
expected the teaching of media to be structured in ways that privileged the 
instrumental dimensions of communication. In this sense, teaching and 
learning an ideologically critical praxis in media production simply didn't fit 
within the dominant consciousness. Indeed, to the extent that my courses 
contradicted this consciousness, then an ideological process of contestation 
was likely to ensue. It followed that the educational problem was to find 
ways of engaging with the manifestations of the technical rationality within 
the learning place. 
This argument is a seductive one, and one that I initially adhered to. 
However, and no doubt reflecting the shifts in cultural theory that were 
taking place in Latin America, after two or three years of teaching I began 
to realise that students' learning practices were not based on anything as 
"strategic" (Certeau 1984) as technical rationality. Rather, their responses 
seemed to reproduce a bricolage of discourses which combined a passion for 
playing with equipment, with everyday forms of empiricism, and with 
romantic and idealist conceptions of creativity. 
It is for this reason that, with Gonzalo Rivera, a colleague at the 
Javeriana University in Bogota, I decided to do an ethnography of students' 
reception of TV production. The ethnography was based on the theory of 
the French anthropologist, Michel de Certeau (1984) and revealed the 
many cultural 'tactics' and 'ruses' with which students re-articulated the 
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logic of TV production, and thereby the course as a whole. This research 
enabled us to reconceptualise the educational problematic on the basis of a 
far more complex model of domination, one which recognised the students' 
dominated, but culturally specific and tactical ways of appropriating the 
television technology5. 
The research yielded some important insights for my pedagogic 
practice. It made me more aware of the culturally specific nature of the 
television technology, and of its reception by students. Despite these 
insights, the research had some fundamental problems. It failed to conceive 
the pedagogic process as anything other than a simple mechanism for the 
reproduction of the cultural values associated with TV production. As part 
of this problem, the entire methodology of research lacked categories with 
which to describe the dynamics of the pedagogic process, per se. 
This was problematic because any lecturer of television production 
(or any other subject, for that matter), necessarily engages in a process of 
selection of contents to be taught. S/he must present what is to be taught 
in a manner that fits with curricular structures, but also, with implicit or 
explicit educational theories and values. These procedures have the effect 
of transforming, however subtly, what is to be taught. What is the nature 
of this transformation, and what effect does it have on the subject matter 
that is taught? These were questions which were unthinkable in the 
framework which Rivera and I used for our reception research. 
Of course, what is taught is not always what is learned. The research 
conducted with Rivera clearly showed that this was the case. But even if 
what is learned is not necessarily what is taught, it is problematic to 
entirely disconnect what is learned, from the structuring of the teaching. 
The teaching has a positioning effect on the learning process, even in those 
cases where the learning process contests the teaching. What is the nature 
of this 'positioning effect', and how does it relate both to the above process 
of transformation of contents, and to students' learning process? These too, 
were questions which we could not formulate, let alone answer. 
The reason for both 'absences' was that we took it for granted that 
media and cultural studies were ideally suited for the study of any form of 
communication, including the pedagogic. We failed to understand the 
specificity of the process of pedagogic communication, and as a result we 
failed to see the need for a theory capable of explaining pedagogic 
communication, as distinct from other modalities of communication. I use 
the term 'pedagogic communication' to refer to the process whereby 
instructors select and transform contents for their pedagogic transmission, 
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but also, to the process whereby students selectively acquire (or fail to 
acquire) these contents. 
At the same time that I became aware of these methodological 
problems, I began to realise that the theory-practice' problems I mentioned 
earlier were shared by other practitioners working in other universities. 
First in Latin America, and then in the UK, where I travelled to begin this 
thesis and to establish my residence, I participated in a variety of 
educational fora about teaching and learning media production. These 
enabled me to realise that my own educational interests and problems were 
shared by a number of colleagues. These colleagues were also finding it 
difficult to teach more reflexive dispositions amongst students, and were 
also seeking practical educational answers. As a result, what I had 
originally conceived as an individual, 'personal' experience became a shared, 
and collective experience. Indeed, the more I learned about my colleagues' 
pedagogic practice, the more I became convinced that, despite a great 
variety of theoretical orientations and foci, there were some basic pedagogic 
patterns and dynamics which seemed to be reproduced in most universities 
with degrees in 'media theory and practice'. This is the pattern which I have 
described as the combined modality, whereby a course juxtaposes the 
teaching and learning of media studies-- or at least, some field of research 
which is labelled as theory'-- with the teaching and learning of media 
production, which is labelled as 'practice'. 
An awareness of this pattern, and the writing of this thesis in UK, 
away for the first three years from everyday teaching, allowed me to begin 
to denaturalise it. Whereas before I had taken it for granted, and had 
assumed that the pedagogic problem lay primarily in the cultural and 
ideologised reception of the courses, I was now able to question the modality 
itself. Why integrate media theory and practice? Indeed, were these labels-- 
media theory and media practice-- appropriate? Might these labels 
themselves be prompting ideologised forms of reception amongst students? 
It became clear to me that these more fundamental questions needed to be 
answered, and answered from an educational perspective which was 
capable of theorising what I earlier referred to as "pedagogic 
communication". Such a critical account I realised, would have to inform 
any effort to propose new forms of pedagogic practice. 
But what 'educational perspective' could I use? One option was to 
use one of the existing 'grand theories' of education (e.g. Freire 1972), or 
indeed one of the many primers for pedagogic communication which have 
recently been developed for higher education in the UK6. Throughout this 
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thesis, I will refer to these theories and primers for pedagogic practice (as 
distinct from theories of pedagogic practice), as theories of instruction 
(Bernstein 1990). In some contexts, and for some lecturers, these theories 
of instruction may be useful. They have, however, some fundamental 
problems. Although some are quite sophisticated and critical, many are 
little more than a collection of anecdotal recommendations. And although 
the more critical theories may enable the practitioner to reflect on her/his 
own practice, I could find no theory of instruction that actually addressed 
the problems which I have begun to articulate in this introduction. This was 
as true for the general theories of instruction, as it was for the more specific 
proposals put forward by researchers in the field of Media Education7. As I 
explain in more detail in Appendix I, research in this last field was more 
oriented towards the development of critical 'reading' practices in earlier 
levels of education. Moreover, researchers in Media Education tended to use 
media and cultural studies to articulate educational phenomena, thereby 
reproducing some of the problems I critiqued above when referring to the 
research I conducted with Rivera. 
The absence of published research about the combined modality, and 
my desire to research and improve my own practice (which I took up again 
in the SCC course after three years of full-time research), suggested the 
need for what Carr and Kemmis (1986) describe as "Educational Action 
Research". Research which is conducted by the educational practitioner, in 
order to improve her/his own practice in ideologically critical ways. In the 
absence of research about my particular subject, and given my desire to 
transform my own practice, Carr and Kemmis's methodology for action 
research seemed appropriate. Appendix I provides a detailed description of 
this methodology. However, it also provides a detailed critique, and an 
explanation of why, in the end, I decided not to use it. 
The above account may seem to suggest that Educational Action 
Research was a 'dead end'. But critiquing Carr and Kemmis's work was 
useful in that it forced me to theorise and clarify my own stance vis-a-vis 
the problems of researching one's own practice. This is a complex and 
difficult subject, especially if one gives up the certainties afforded by 
positivist and naturalist forms of research (Hammersely & Atkinson 
1983). An entire thesis could be written on this subject alone. Given the 
necessarily limited focus of and space for my research, I have decided to 
leave the detailed argumentation in Appendix I, and to simply highlight 
some of the issues in the paragraphs that follow. 
The critique of positivist conceptions of educational theory. I share 
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Carr and Kemmis's (1986) critique of theoretical approaches which 
reproduce positivist orientations to social scientific research (cf. Appendix 
I). The problem is not to find the 'covering laws' of educational practice in 
combined courses, let alone empirically verifiable "causes" and their 
"effects". Rather, the problem is to understand the ways in which the 
different participants represent and understand the educational process. 
This entails a 'hermeneutic' epistemology and a 'semiotic' methodology, for 
which the problem is to explain meaningful action (cf. Appendix I, and 
chapter one). 
The problem of 'bonne distance'. Hermeneutics reveals the 
epistemological naiveté of conceptions of social research which attempt to 
ground the validity of research on a radical distinction between the 
researching subject and the researched object. The problem is not to find 
ways of isolating the researching subject from the researched object (as in 
positivist approaches to research), but to understand that in the social 
world the researching subject always researches other social subjects, on 
the basis of ineluctably evaluative systems of classification. It follows that 
a researching subject's belonging to the context does not automatically 
disqualify her/him from researching it (as might be suggested by those who 
argue for the need for a radical 'bonne distance' from the researched 
phenomenon). On the contrary, the opposite can, and is argued by the 
advocates of action research: that the validity of social research, especially 
when it is oriented towards achieving the transformation of the researched 
subject, is contingent on the extent to which the research enables the 
researched subject to denaturalise her/his own understandings of a context, 
and to become agents in the process of transformation of their own 
pedagogic practice. This suggests the need for the active participation of 
the researched subjects, in the design, and development of the research 
process. 
The critique of substantive-grounded theory. It would however be 
naive to assume that it suffices to do research which is based on 
commonsense theorising by the concerned subject, in this case the teacher, 
her/himself. In this sense, I agree with those who, like Carr and Kemmis 
(1986), propose that practitioners researching their own practice must 
develop systematic, and intersubjective research criteria if they are to 
produce more critical interpretations of their own practice. But unlike Carr 
and Kemmis, I am convinced that the research will always be shaped at 
least in part by the cultural and political discourse of the practitioner, by 
her/his interests, subjectivity, and participation in the context. For this 
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reason, I do not accept Carr and Kemmis's suggestion that the practitioner 
should research her/his practice on the basis of the principle of substantive 
grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss 1967): an inductive process, whereby 
the practitioner builds a theory of her/his own practice from a theoretical 
degree zero. This is ultimately an untenably empiricist proposal: no 
researcher can ever begin from a theoretical (let alone a cultural) degree 
zero. This is particularly true when the practitioner researching her/his 
practice is, by training and profession, a researcher, as is true in my own 
case. 
Theoretical us. Practical Theory. A key proposal made by Carr and 
Kemmis's is that the practitioner must develop a "practical" theory (a 
theory which is expressly designed to transform pedagogic practice) as 
opposed to a "theoretical" theory (research which is not meant to have any 
practical application). According to the authors, only the "practical" theory 
and research enables practitioners to transform their practice. With 
Hammersley (1992), I suggest that so-called "theoretical" research in fact 
can eventually have both indirect and direct practical applicationss. As I 
will explain in chapter five, so-called theoretical research can be used to 
transform practice, as long as the researcher-practitioner recognises that 
"theoretical" research requires the development of a mediating theory of 
instruction if it is to have practical applications. 
For all of the above reasons, my own research will not use the 
methodological proposals of Carr and Kemmis. Instead, I will use the social 
semiotic theory of Basil Bernstein (1975;1990;1996), which I will describe 
and justify in detail in chapter one. By using Bernstein's theory, I hope to 
provide myself with a degree of bonne distance, and to provide others with 
the possibility of evaluating my research. I am however under no illusion 
that the use of Bernstein's theory acts as a guarantee of objectivity. I 
assume from the outset that aspects of my own practice will remain 
invisible to myself. Having recognised this, I nevertheless believe that 
doing the research myself will provide a degree of reflexivity and self-
reflexivity in my own teaching practice which I would not achieve 
otherwise. And that is the fundamental object of this research. 
The following is the structure that I will use to organise my research. 
In chapter one, I will introduce and justify my use of Bernstein's theory of 
pedagogic communication. In chapter two, I will use this theory to describe 
the structuring of pedagogic discourse (cf. chapter one) on the level of the 
Science, Culture and Communication (SCC) course, as a whole. In chapter 
three, I will shift to an analysis of pedagogic discourse in one of the course's 
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curricular units, the first-year "Communicating Science" module, which I 
taught as a theoretical-practical media studies module from 1993 until 
1997. In chapter four, I will analyse student receptions of both the SCC 
course as a whole, and the Communicating Science module in particular. 
Finally, in chapter five I will use the results of my research to propose a 
theory of instruction -- a theory for pedagogic practice-- which is specific to 
the structures, dynamics and pedagogical problems revealed by the 
previous chapters. 
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Notes 
1 The name of the course has been modified to protect the identity of its 
practitioners. For this same reason, I will not identify the university 
involved. I will merely refer to it as the University'. 
2 Although I will concentrate on analysing the teaching of media studies and 
media production in this thesis, much of what I will say may also be 
meaningful in courses which teach media production with media and 
cultural studies, communication studies, communication and cultural 
studies, as well as film studies, television studies, and image studies. I 
recognise that there may be significant differences in orientation between, 
and indeed within these categories. However, what interests me at this 
point is their similarity from the pedagogic perspective: these courses tend 
to mix the teaching of what is frequently labelled as 'media theory', with 
media production, or 'media practice'. 
3 Statistics produced by the Universities and Colleges Admissions Service, 
and reported by N. Cohen in The Independent on Sunday, 25 June 1995. 
4 By 1995, the University had not fully modularised its courses. Plans were 
to achieve full modularisation by the end of the century. Even so, from the 
early 1990's onwards, the University made use of the discourse of 
modularisation. For this reason, and also to help to distinguish the different 
levels, I will use the term "module" to refer to a particular curricular unit, 
and "course" to refer to the curriculum as a whole. 
5 I presented the results of this research in the IV International Television 
Studies Conference in London, in 1991. 
6 See for example Gibbs & Habeshaw (1989); Newble & Cannon (1991); 
Gibbs & Jenkins (1992); Cox (1994). 
7 See for example, Alvarado et al. (1987); and Masterman (1980 & 1985). 
8 I also believe in the opposite possibility: that so-called "practical" 
research, in both the empirical and instrumental senses of the term, can 
eventually lead to the reinterpretation of "theoretical" approaches. 
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Chapter 1 
Media theory and practice as 
pedagogic discourse 
Introduction 
In the introduction of this thesis, I explained that the process of pedagogic 
communication is not a transparent, neutral, or indeed simple mechanism 
for the transmission of educational contents. I explained that pedagogic 
communication not only transforms the contents that are taught, but also 
positions the participants in the educational exchange. This according to 
underlying cultural values and political orientations. For this reason, 
pedagogic communication must be analysed with a theoretical framework 
that is capable of articulating its procedures, complexity, and opacity. In 
this chapter, I will introduce such a theoretical framework. The framework 
is Basil Bernstein's (1975;1990;1996) social semiotic theory of pedagogic 
communication, and therein, his theory of pedagogic discourse. 
I will introduce Bernstein's theory as follows: in section one, I will 
characterise Bernstein's theory as a form of social semiotics. In section 
two, I will discuss three fundamental concepts in Bernstein's theory: the 
concepts of classification, framing, and code. In section three, I will 
introduce Bernstein's theory of the pedagogic device, which is central to his 
theory of pedagogic communication. In section four, I will describe some 
modalities of pedagogic practice which Bernstein has described with his 
theory. In section five, I will propose some modifications to Bernstein's 
theory that make it more suitable for the analysis of the pedagogic 
phenomena which I discussed in the introduction. Finally, in section six, I 
will use the theory to formulate the research questions which will guide my 
investigation. 
1. 	 A social semiotic theory of pedagogic communication 
There are many ways of conceptualising the process of pedagogic 
communication. Although Bernstein is a sociologist of education, his theory 
of pedagogic communication can be characterised as being based on a 
social semiotic conception of the educational process. In this section, I will 
describe this conception, and I will discuss some of the methodological shifts 
it entails vis-a-vis more traditional sociological and indeed semiotic 
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approaches. 
Despite the fact that he describes himself as a sociologist, it is 
interesting that Bernstein (1975; 1990) characterises his own work as 
constituting a social semiotics of pedagogic communication. M.A.K. 
Halliday (1978) can be credited with coining the term "social semiotics"1. 
The addition of the word "social" to semiotics is meant to signal an 
interdisciplinary approach which links the study of the internal structuring 
of texts, with the study of the social structures that govern the production, 
construction, and reception of texts. Social semioticians assume that these 
structures are ideological, in the sense that they develop and maintain 
relations of inequality within and between social groups. 
Bernstein's approach is a social semiotic approach to pedagogic 
communication inasmuch as he treats the various levels of pedagogic 
practice as texts; and inasmuch as he treats texts as realisations of social 
relations which are constituted by unequal or asymmetric distributions of 
power. I will now comment in some detail on each of these methodological 
displacements. 
I will begin the the displacement which is known in the social 
sciences as the textual analogy. Like many other social theorists, 
Bernstein treats actions, and indeed institutional processes, as if they were 
a text2. We can provisionally define the category of text as a form of 
language that is "functional", that is, it plays some part in generating 
meaning in a particular context (Halliday & Hasan 1985: 10). Bernstein's 
approach is based on a textual analogy inasmuch as it treats both 
linguistic, and non-linguistic forms as playing a part in generating meaning 
in pedagogic contexts. This enables Bernstein to regard all levels of 
pedagogic practice-- spoken, written, visual, postural, or other-- as text 
(Bernstein 1990:175). But as I will explain in section three (below), it also 
enables Bernstein to explain the structures that govern the pedagogizing of 
knowledge by analogy to the structure and function of grammar in 
language. 
This shift has methodological implications of considerable 
significance. The most obvious of these is that the researcher can analyse 
not just the linguistic realisations of educands, but also other forms of 
'textual' production, such as drawings (cf. Daniels 1989). A more subtle 
implication of the shift is that it is necessary for the development of an 
approach which can systematically analyse the links between different 
levels of the pedagogic process. A problem faced by many educational 
researchers involves the linking of specific classroom practice (or so-called 
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micro-pedagogic aspects) with organisational structures, and these with 
broader social processes (so-called macro-pedagogic aspects). Each of these 
levels is frequently analysed separately, or with different theories. By 
treating the micro- and macro-pedagogic as texts, and indeed as different 
levels of a [social semiotically conceived] process of communication, 
Bernstein's approach enables him to study all levels as part of one same 
process. 
One of the problems with some of the first forms of semiotic analysis 
was that they decoupled the study of the internal structuring of texts, from 
the study of the social structures that lead to the production, structuring, 
and reception of these texts. This led not just to a problematic form of 
decontextualization, but potentially, to a form of idealisation of the 
production of meaning. Bernstein avoids this problem in two inter-related 
ways: first, by treating pedagogic texts as realisations of interactional 
practices; and second, by treating the interactional practices as the 
realisation of relations of power. 
I will discuss the first aspect, first. According to Bernstein, "the text 
is the form of the social relationship made visible, palpable, material" 
(1990:17). The pedagogic text both carries the social relation, and is a part 
of the social relation. Put differently, the social relation is produced both 
within the text, and in relation to the text. The first level, which Bernstein 
calls "relations within", involves the internal constituents of the pedagogic 
text in the process of its communication at whatever level is chosen for the 
analysis: classroom, curriculum, educational system, or other (1990:172-3). 
This internal structuring of the text creates, positions and oppositions 
pedagogic subjects, that is, pedagogic forms of subjectivity. The second 
level, which Bernstein calls "relations to", involves the actual or empirical 
pedagogic subjects' interaction with the pedagogic text, as determined by 
his/her social class, gender, 'race', or any other discriminating attribute 
(1990:172-3). According to Bernstein, a theory of pedagogic communication 
should be able to explain each of these levels, and their relation to each 
other. 
The reference to the importance of discriminating attributes leads on 
to the question of the relation between pedagogic texts and power. 
Bernstein's overarching research project is to study the way in which 
knowledge is differentially distributed and acquired in societies structured 
by advanced forms of capitalism. Bernstein is particularly interested in the 
role played by class structures in this process. In this sense, his work is 
clearly of a Marxist orientation. 
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Given this orientation, it may seem odd that the concept of ideology 
is virtually absent from Bernstein's theory. Indeed, there is no formal 
conceptualisation of the concept of ideology, per se; there are just a few, 
brief references to the term, in a few of the essays. In his most recent work, 
Bernstein suggests that the reason for this is that his theory of pedagogic 
communication is in effect a theory of ideology: "the reason why ideology 
has not been mentioned is for the reason that this system constructs 
ideology. Ideology here, is a way of making relations" (Bernstein 1996: 30-
31). 
This last point requires some explanation. In Bernstein's theory, and 
indeed throughout this thesis, ideology is not conceived as a content which 
distorts some external reality. Nor is it treated as a "world view"3. It is 
conceptualised as a relation of domination. According to this approach, 
pedagogic texts act to develop and sustain relations of domination between 
social groups in society. They do so by classifying and framing (cf. section 
two, below) knowledge in ways which produce and reproduce the dominant 
groups' forms of subjectivity. The task of social semiotic analysis, as 
applied to the domain of pedagogic communication, is to show how 
pedagogic communication produces and/or reproduces-- and at times 
contests-- such forms of subjectivity. In this sense, a social semiotic 
analysis of pedagogic communication is synonymous with the analysis of 
ideology, so defined. 
2. 	 The fundamental concepts: classification, framing and code 
One of the ways in which Bernstein's theory politicises pedagogic 
communication is by means of a series of categories which show the 
fundamental links between pedagogic relations and power. In this section, I 
will describe these concepts. They are the concepts of classification, 
framing, and code. 
Simplifying greatly, we can say provisionally that the concept of 
classification has to do with what is taught; and framing, with how 
something is taught. We can also say provisionally that the concept of code 
refers to rule-bound principles for the articulation of these two dimensions 
(classification and framing). Codes determine what is taught, and how it is 
taught. 
Though helpful as a first approximation, this account fails to 
represent the full complexity and degree of specialisation which the terms 
have in Bernstein's theory. In Bernstein's theory, the concept of 
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classification refers not just to the process of pedagogic selection, but 
more fundamentally to the relation between categories (Bernstein 1996). 
In particular, the degree of insulation between two or more social categories 
(e.g. the different course subjects that are taught in a curriculum). If there 
is a high degree of insulation, then there is strong classification, and vice-
versa: if there is a low degree of insulation, then there is a weak 
classification. The greater the insulation between the categories, the 
stronger the classification. 
Bernstein suggests that to classify something in a particular way is 
to exercise power. In media and cultural studies, it is recognised that one of 
the fundamental means by which social groups can develop and sustain 
relations of domination is by determining how some phenomenon is 
classified: as terrorism or as a holy war, as erotic or as pornographic, and so 
forth. Bernstein's conception of classification is similar to this insight, but 
more specialised in its orientation. Bernstein is more interested in providing 
an account of how principles of classification operate to establish, and 
especially to insulate different categories. To the extent that the insulation 
determines 'what goes with what'-- or what doesn't go with something--
then this constitutes for Bernstein the fundamental process of power. 
This more specialised orientation is partly the result of Bernstein's 
object of research: a key, perhaps the key principle for the development of 
relations of power in pedagogic communication is to divide knowledge into 
course subjects which are then taught as being more or less separate. But 
the emphasis on insulation is also the result of a particular anthropological 
conception of boundary-making: social groups maintain or weaken their 
power by preserving or changing the degree of insulation between 
categories: between what is legitimate and illegitimate, what is sacred or 
mundane, and so forth. 
Whereas classification refers to what knowledge is insulated, and 
how [strongly] it is insulated, framing refers to how the knowledge is 
communicated: to "how meanings are to be put together, the forms by 
which they are to be made public, and the nature of the social relations that 
go with it" (Bernstein 1996:27). Framing "regulates relations within a 
context, it refers to relations between transmitters and acquirers, where 
acquirers acquire the principle of legitimate communication" (Bernstein 
1996:27). If the framing is strong, then the educator explicitly regulates the 
form of interaction, and thereby exercises a more explicit control over the 
forms of conduct and the realisation of messages in a given context. If the 
framing is weak, the regulation is more implicit, and the acquirer will 
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appear to have a greater power in determining the nature of the pedagogic 
interaction. However, the greater power of the acquirer may be more 
apparent than real. 
Bernstein distinguishes between two levels of rules which are 
determined by framing: the rules of social order, and the rules of discursive 
order. The rules of social order govern the forms that hierarchical relations 
take in the pedagogic relation, as well as the expectations concerning 
conduct, character, and manner (Bernstein 1996:27). The rules of 
discursive order regulate the selection of what is to be communicated at a 
particular point and time; its sequencing; its pacing; and the criteria for 
communication (Bernstein 1996:28). Bernstein calls the latter the 
instructional discourse, and suggests that it is embedded in the former, 
which he renames the regulative discourse. I will return to these two 
concepts in section 3.2, below. 
According to Bernstein, the concepts of classification and framing 
may vary independently from each other: classification may be strong, and 
framing weak, or vice-versa. So it is, for example, that a course subject 
may be very strongly insulated from other course subjects (strong 
classification) but may be taught with relatively implicit forms of 
sequencing, pacing, and criteria for what counts as legitimate 
communication about the course subject (weak framing). 
Moreover, classification and framing may have both external and 
internal values. A certain principle for the classification of a course subject 
in a curriculum may establish both the degree of insulation between this 
course subject and other course subjects (external classification), but also, 
the form of classification of space and objects within the course subject 
(internal classification). The same may be true for framing: a certain 
principle of framing may regulate not only what counts as appropriate 
realisations within a context, but also, what forms of communication may 
enter or not enter that context. 
It is worth noting that the distinction between classification and 
framing is an analytical distinction. In pedagogic practice, the two aspects 
are as ineluctably inter-twined as are the paradigmatic and the 
syntagmatic dimensions of any text. Indeed, it is possible to characterise 
the process of classification as operating on the dimension of the 
paradigmatic, and the process of framing as operating on the dimension of 
the syntagmatic. 
For the exercise of power and control over social relations to be 
effective, Bernstein suggests that it is necessary to mediate not just the 
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selection and formulation of knowledge, but also its acquisition. In order to 
do so, Bernstein develops a set of corresponding concepts which explain the 
recognition of taught categories, and of the capacity to communicate about 
these categories in legitimate ways. The recognition rule enables the 
acquirer to recognise the nature of a particular context, and to recognise 
when communication is or is not appropriate to that context. The social 
distribution of this rule is a function of power: not all possess the recognition 
rules for a given context, and this constitutes a fundamental way of 
including or excluding an individual or social group from communication in a 
given context. The realisation rule determines how the acquirer puts 
together a message for a given context, and makes it public. An acquirer 
may possess the recognition rule, but not the realisation rule: s/he may 
recognise what counts as legitimate text for a given context, but may not 
be able to her/himself produce such a text. 
After the above characterisation, it should be clear that the forms of 
classification and framing, and the rules of recognition and realisation that 
go with them, have a positioning effect on pedagogic subjects. Here I refer 
not to subjects as in 'course subjects', but to subjects as 'personsisic] or 
socially determined forms of subjectivity. Depending on the forms of 
classification and framing, subjects may be included or excluded, may have 
greater or lesser power to communicate within a particular context. 
I now wish to discuss the concept of code. When forms of 
classification and framing sediment into particular modalities, then we 
have pedagogic codes. In the work of many semioticians and 
anthropologists, the concept of code is defined as a culturally given system 
of rules which controls the production of meaning. Several different 
accounts have been offered as to how such systems operate, leading to a 
number of highly precise formulations of the concept4. Bernstein's 
formulation treats codes as specific modalities of classification and framing. 
It defines codes as "tacitly acquired regulative principles which select and 
integrate relevant meanings, forms of their realisation, and evoking 
contexts" (1990: 14). 
It is important to note that, in this formulation, codes operate not 
just within contexts, but between contexts. Indeed Bernstein suggests that 
the unit for the analysis of codes is not a single utterance or context, but 
rather, the relationship between utterances, between contexts: 
Code is a regulator of the relationships between contexts, and, 
through those relationships, a regulator of the relationships 
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within contexts. What counts as a context depends not on 
relationships within, but on relationships between, contexts. The 
latter relationships, between, create boundary markers whereby 
specific contexts are distinguished by their specialised meanings 
and realisations (1990:15; emphasis in the original). 
It is in this sense that Bernstein suggests that codes are culturally 
determined positioning devices 5. Codes determine the position of social 
categories, and thereby social subjects, in relation to each other. To the 
extent that this is the case, then codes constitute from the methodological 
point of view, a key category for the analysis of ideological relations. 
Bernstein is particularly interested in class-regulated codes, which position 
subjects with respect to dominant and dominated class forms of 
communication, and the relations that go with them (Bernstein 1990:13). 
He nevertheless recognises that class-related codes are not the only ones, 
or indeed the most important ones in all relations of domination. Codes 
related to gender, 'race', ethnicity, and a variety of field-based relations can 
also lead to relations of domination. 
3. 	 From pedagogic codes, to pedagogic discourse: the pedagogic 
device 
In section one I explained that Bernstein's theory develops what I called a 
transformational grammar of pedagogic communication. In this section I 
will describe this transformational grammar, which Bernstein refers to as 
the pedagogic device. The pedagogic device provides rules which regulate 
pedagogic communication. It acts selectively on the pedagogic meaning 
potential, where "meaning potential" means the potential discourse that is 
available to be pedagogized (Bernstein 1996:41). It is, in this sense, a 
"macro-framing" process, which Bernstein suggests plays a function in 
pedagogy which is analogous to that of the grammars of language. It 
regulates the process of cultural production, reproduction, and 
transformation. And, like grammars in language, it provides what 
Bernstein describes as a symbolic ruler of consciousness. A way of 
creating, positioning, and oppositioning pedagogic subjects (1990:189), and 
thereby, social forms of identity. Just as the different modalities of 
classification and framing constitute positioning devices on a lower level of 
the pedagogic relation, so too, the pedagogic device constitutes something 
akin to a "macro-positioning" process: the pedagogic device positions the 
educational field, in relation to the field of production. 
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Perhaps the best way to illustrate this aspect of Bernstein's theory 
is by returning to the problematic of media theory and practice, which I 
discussed in the introduction of this thesis. I explained that all pedagogic 
processes transform what they communicate. Later in this thesis, I will 
show how combined courses in media studies transform the theory and 
practice of media studies, into "media theory"; and the (discursive) theory 
and practice of media production, into "media practice". This 
transformational process leads to a new ethical orientation for each of the 
cultural categories which are transformed: in many, though not all degrees, 
the role of media studies becomes that of providing the guide-lines for an 
ideologically critical praxis in media production; and the role of media 
production becomes that of representing the world in more critical ways. 
The above example is just one of many that could be used to 
illustrate a transformational process which, according to Bernstein, always 
occurs in pedagogic communication. Bernstein argues that this is a process 
which has been taken for granted by the sociology of education, and in 
general, by theories of cultural reproduction. Bernstein argues that 
sociologists of education have been concerned with the problematic of the 
acquisition of knowledge, and therein, with the ways in which educational 
messages reflect "biases" of class, gender, ethnicity and 'race'. In doing so, 
they have assumed that pedagogic communication simply reproduces 
class, gender, and other forms of "bias". This in turn has meant that they 
have failed to treat pedagogic communication as a complex process that 
entails a socio-cultural mediation by specialised structures, and structuring 
principles6. To use one of Bernstein's favourite metaphors, existing 
research has examined the effects of the pedagogic relay, and even the 
relation of specific groups to the relay, but not the relay itself. 
Bernstein's theory of the pedagogic device is a theory of this "relay". 
The theory of the pedagogic device describes the transformation, and the 
social effects of the transformation which occurs when knowledge is 
pedagogized, that is, when it is transformed into a content to be taught and 
learned by means of pedagogic communication. The theory explains that 
this process is not an instance of the simple reproduction of the knowledge, 
or even of the sociopolitical orientations which dominate any particular 
field, or social context. The pedagogizing process entails a dynamic of 
mediation which transforms the knowledge into entities with at least 
partially different social orientations. To the extent that this is so, the logic 
and transformational effect of this process needs to be explained if the 
pedagogic process is to be fully understood. 
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What then, is the logic of this transformational grammar? According 
to Bernstein, the pedagogic device regulates the cultural process whereby 
the discourses generated in different fields are mediated by different levels 
of rules. Before describing the different levels of rules, I will briefly discuss 
the concept of field. To the extent that Bernstein is interested in explaining 
the way in which the educational context transforms knowledge generated 
in different contexts, he needs a theory of context. The key category for this 
theory is the concept of field. Bernstein develops this concept in much the 
same way as Bourdieu does (1977; 1986): that is, as a space of social 
positions, constructed as trajectories which develop over time. However, 
Bernstein suggests that his account is more specialised than Bourdieu's. 
Bernstein distinguishes between primary, secondary, and recontextualizing 
fields. The primary context or field of production constitutes the 
intellectual field of education: where new  ideas are selectively created, 
modified, and exchanged and where specialised discourses are developed. 
(Throughout this thesis, I will use the terms "primary context" or "field of 
production" interchangeably to refer to the field which generates the 
discourse or discourses that are mediated by pedagogic practice.) The 
secondary context or field of reproduction is the level that mediates or 
"recontextualizes" (cf. section 3.2, below) the knowledge generated in the 
primary context, for the purposes of pedagogic transmission and 
acquisition. It involves the production and reproduction of pedagogic 
discourses (cf. section 3.2 below), and in formal education is constituted by 
preschool, primary, secondary, and tertiary levels of education. The 
recontextualizing field regulates the movements of texts between the 
primary and the secondary contexts. It is constituted by official regulating 
entities of the state and local educational authorities; and by the different 
fields (higher education specialised in education; specialised media of 
education; and any other) which exert an influence on the process of 
recontextualization (1990: 191-192). 
Bernstein believes that there is something like a grammar that 
regulates the process whereby knowledge is relayed from one context to the 
other. This grammar is constituted by three sets of inter-related rules: on 
the level of the primary context, there are the distributive rules. On the 
level of the secondary context, there are the recontextualizing rules. 
Finally, the realisation of the grammar in particular pedagogic texts is 
governed by evaluative rules. I will briefly describe each of these rules in 
turn. 
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3.1 The distributive rules 
The distributive rules operate on the level of the field of production and are 
fundamental to the pedagogic device. They construct a relation between 
power, social groups, and forms of consciousness by means of controls on 
the specialisation and distribution of different orders of meaning (Bernstein 
1990: 181). These rules create the fundamental cultural categories for any 
pedagogic process, and determine who has access to them. The operation of 
this rule is described by Bernstein as a matter of culturally fundamental 
classification and framing: the distributive rule determines the boundary 
between what is the thinkable and the unthinkable in culture 
(classification), but equally, the distribution of the resulting knowledge 
between different social groups: what is thinkable and unthinkable by 
whom, who can communicate what to whom, in what way and in what 
circumstances (framing). 
According to Bernstein, there is always a potential "gap" or "space", 
a "site of the 'unthinkable"' which is the meeting point of order and disorder, 
coherence and incoherence, and thereby a potential for a new order of 
relation (1990:182) (I will refer later to this gap as a "discursive gap"). 
Distributive rules attempt to regulate the realisation of that potential, and 
this in a way that acts to further the interests of the social ordering which 
the rules create, maintain, and legitimate (1990:182). However, Bernstein 
notes that this process is generally not without contradictions, and 
dilemmas. These may be active both between and within the subjects that 
work to create the order. As such, they form a potential for transformation 
which is intrinsic to the system of classification and more generally, to the 
pedagogic device. 
3.2 The recontextualizing rules and pedagogic discourse 
The distributive rules describe the culturally fundamental forms of 
classification and framing, as they occur in fields of production. In this 
sense, they are fundamental to the pedagogic device. However, inasmuch 
as the function of the theory of the pedagogic device is to describe the 
process of transformation which occurs when knowledge is pedagogized, 
then the next level of rules-- the recontextualizing rules-- is central to 
Bernstein's theory. 
According to Bernstein, the structuring principle for the process of 
pedagogic transformation is provided by pedagogic discourse. In order to 
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understand this last category, it is necessary to engage in a brief 
theoretical excursus about the category of discourse, itself. A number of 
researchers define discourse in different ways. Some scholars treat 
discourse as a relatively depoliticised category of language use7. That is, 
they treat the concept of discourse in ways that are not entirely dissimilar 
from Saussure's (1983) category of "parole". In so doing, many researchers 
also treated the category of discourse as a species of text, or vice-versa8. 
The use given to the term by Bernstein is in marked contrast to this 
tendency and is derived in part from the work of Michel Foucault. In 
Foucault (1993), discourse refers to systematically organised ways of 
representing phenomena, which produce and reproduce the values and 
orientations to meaning of particular institutions. As developed by 
Foucault, the concept is meant to reveal the ways in which scientific, legal, 
penal, educational and other institutions construct accounts of reality or 
aspects of reality which appear to be objective, but which are shaped by 
institutional codes, values, and interests. Subjects within institutions 
communicate in ways which are shaped and constrained by particular 
discourses that position them in relation to institutionally determined 
identities, orders, and moralities. 
In the most general sense, Bernstein's theory of pedagogic discourse 
is clearly indebted to Foucault. In Bernstein's theory, as in Foucault's, 
discourse is treated as a process which constructs representations of the 
world in ways which produce and reproduce the meanings and values of 
particular institutions. Moreover, in Bernstein's account, as in Foucault's, 
text is treated not as a species of discourse, but as a realisations of 
discourse. The relationship between text and discourse is treated 
dialectically: discourses are realised by means of texts, but texts are 
themselves always transformations of discourse. 
Despite this fundamental similarity, there are differences in focus 
between Bernstein's work and Foucault's. Bernstein's theory is more 
specialised. He develops a theory of discursive structures and processes 
which describes specifically pedagogic discourselo. The greater 
specialisation is particularly evident in Bernstein's account of the 
recontextualizing rules. The recontextualizing rules provide "the rules of 
specialised communication by means of which pedagogic subjects are 
selectively created" (Bernstein 1990: 183). This process is governed by 
pedagogic discourse. Pedagogic discourse is a relatively invisible 
discourse, whose speciality is to bring together, or recontextualize other 
discourses. "Pedagogic discourse is a principle for appropriating other 
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discourses and bringing them into a special relation with each other for the 
purposes of their selective transmission and acquisition" (1990:183-4). It is 
in effect, a framing principle: the rule for embedding and relating two 
discourses: an instructional discourse, or a discourse of specialised skills 
or competences, is embedded in a regulative discourse, that is, a 
discourse which establishes a specialised order, relation, and identity 
(Bernstein 1990: 183). Pedagogic discourse is "invisible" in the sense that it 
is not what is embedded or even what embeds, but rather, the embedding 
principle. In this sense, it is easily confused with either the instructional 
discourse, or the regulative discourse. (The former confusion is probably 
more common to the extent that even the regulative discourse is relatively 
invisible to those who are unaware that discourses always carry messages 
concerning morality, order, and identity.) 
So the function of pedagogic discourse is to recontextualize other 
discourses. The process of recontextualization is a central one in pedagogic 
practice, and is characterised in some detail by Bernstein. The instructional 
discourse, and its inscribing texts, are produced in a certain context. When 
a pedagogic discourse appropriates these, they undergo a transformation 
prior to their relocation in the new (pedagogic) context (Bernstein 
1990:184). Bernstein suggests that the form of this transformation 
is regulated by a principle of decontextualizing. This process 
refers to the change in the text as it is first delocated and then 
relocated. This process ensures that the text is no longer the 
same text: 
1. The text has changed its position in relation to other texts, 
practices, and position. 
2. The text itself has been modified by selection, simplification , 
condensation, and elaboration. 
3. The text has been repositioned and refocused. 
(Bernstein 1990: 192) 
According to Bernstein, "the decontextualizing principle regulates the 
new ideological positioning of the text in its process of relocation in one or 
more of the levels of the field of reproduction" (1990:193). Once the text is in 
the new field, it undergoes a further transformation or "repositioning". For 
this reason, Bernstein suggests that 
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it is crucial to distinguish between, and analyse, the relations 
between two transformations, at least, of a text. The first is the 
transformation of the text within the recontextualizing field, and 
the second is the transformation of the transformed text in the 
pedagogic process as it becomes active in the process of the 
reproduction of acquirers. It is the recontextualizing field which 
generates the positions of pedagogic theory, research, and practice. 
(Bernstein 1990: 192-3; emphasis in the original). 
I will discuss the validity of the above methodological recommendation in 
section five, below. For now, I wish to turn to the level of the evaluative 
rules. 
3.3 The evaluative rules and the realisation of pedagogic practice 
As defined by Bernstein, the evaluative rules constitute the principles 
which regulate the transformation of pedagogic discourse into pedagogic 
practice. Put differently, this level of the pedagogic device is the one that 
governs the transformation of the transformed discourses, into specific 
pedagogic texts and contexts for the transmission and acquisition of these 
discourses. The recontextualizing principle produces a specialisation of 
time, text (strictly speaking, or metaphorically), space, and their inter-
relation (1990:185-187). The evaluative rules provide principles for the 
transformation of each of these "axes" into actual realisations of pedagogic 
text. 
Bernstein provides a brief sketch of the practical transformations 
which occur on each of these semiotic axes. I will begin with the axis of 
time. Pedagogic practice produces, as Bernstein puts it, a punctuation of 
time. This is one of the functions of the curriculum: to produce a 
periodization of knowledge. Knowledge is divided into temporal units But 
pedagogic practice is also based on a periodization of the times of 
acquisition of knowledge. Cultures attribute a "time of life" for the learning 
of particular forms of knowledge, and educational systems reflect this by 
segmenting the educational process into levels, which generally correspond 
to particular ages: primary, secondary, further education, and so forth. 
An analogous transformation occurs with respect to the production 
of texts for teaching and learning. Discourses in the primary field are 
realised by means of particular texts. As I explained earlier, these texts are 
recontextualized by pedagogic discourse. The process of recontextualization 
produces new texts, which must then be transformed into pedagogic texts: 
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texts to be taught and learned. Evaluative rules determine the form of 
these texts, as well as the times and places for their acquisition. Indeed, 
pedagogic space is also the result of a set of transformations. Discourses in 
the primary context are associated with certain social spaces, in the literal 
and metaphorical sense of the term. In the cultures of advanced capitalism, 
there tends to be a strong classification of the teaching and learning space: 
separate spaces are reserved for the teaching and learning process. The 
evaluative rules determine not just the general nature of the trans-- or re-
location of discourses into pedagogic spaces, but also their embodiment in 
specific architectures and pedagogic topographies: the style of the school 
building, its layout, the classroom, the distribution of spaces within the 
classroom, and so forth. 
Clearly, each of these axes of pedagogic practice is related to the 
other. In pedagogic practice, there is a time and place to acquire particular 
texts. The inter-relation of these according to specific modalities or codes, is 
also a function of the evaluative rules. 
4. 	 Some modalities and levels of pedagogic practice 
The above formulation provides a useful, albeit highly abstract 
representation of the nature of pedagogic communication. I now wish to 
introduce some forms of pedagogic practice which are generated by the 
pedagogic device as a whole, but which embody particular evaluative rules. 
Bernstein describes these in both his early and his later workil, and they 
provide categories for the analysis of pedagogic practice. 
4.1 Collection and integrated codes 
To begin with, the practical nature of Bernstein's concept of code, and 
thereby of classification and framing can be illustrated with reference to 
two different modalities of pedagogic practice. Bernstein refers to these as 
the collection, and the integrated codes (1996:25). 
In educational institutions which operate according to the logic of the 
collection code, there is a strong internal classification (that is, a high 
degree of insulation) of the different discourses being taught. There is also a 
strong insulation of the institutional departments which are responsible for 
the teaching of each of these discourses. The two forms of insulation are 
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part of a single orientation, which is based on a strong classification of 
categories. The effect of this coding orientation is that staff are tied to the 
discourse that they teach, and to its organisational base. From the 
perspective of framing, there is very weak, if not non-existent horizontal 
communication across discursive divides, and the contents of each bounded 
domain are not be open to public discussion and challenge. 
The above refers to internal forms of classification and framing. 
According to Bernstein, the collection code also tends to generate a strong 
external classification and framing, that is, a strong insulation of what 
counts as being inside and outside of the institution, and explicit rules 
governing communication with the outside world. There is also a hierarchy 
of knowledge between the so-called common sense, and the so-called 
uncommon sense (Bernstein 1996:25). 
Where this code prevails, a corresponding curricular type is found. 
Before I explain this type, it is worth noting that the curriculum is in 
general a key category of pedagogic practice. However, Bernstein's 
conceptualisation of the curriculum is prior to his development of the 
theory of pedagogic discourse, and for this reason I am forced to locate the 
category within later developments in his theory. All forms of curricula 
provide, in terms of Bernstein's earlier theory, the principle by means of 
which "certain periods of time and their contents are brought into a special 
relationship with each other" (1975:79). In terms of Bernstein's later 
theory, it is possible to suggest that the curriculum is one of the operations 
of pedagogic practice which are governed by evaluative rules, and which 
punctuate especially the times of teaching and learning. The curriculum 
provides a concrete periodization of what will be taught and learned: so 
much time will be allotted for one subject, so much for another, and so forth. 
But it also acts to determine what pedagogic texts will be taught, and how 
they will be insulated from one another: this time will be devoted to this text 
(in a metaphorical sense), and that time, to that text. In this sense the 
curriculum begins to reveal what modalities of classification are being 
produced or reproduced in a given institution or educational context. To the 
extent, finally, that curricula also constitute an instance of the combination 
of discourses, they provide an insight to the logic framing, or the logic of 
recontextualization that structures the pedagogic process. 
Bernstein suggests that in collection type curricula, which are 
based on a collection code, contents "stand in a closed relation to each 
other, that is (...) the contents are clearly bounded and insulated from each 
other" (1975:87). The learner has to collect a certain set of contents for the 
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purposes of evaluation. Although there may be some underlying concept of 
collection (Bernstein uses examples of the gentleman, the educated man, 
skilled man [sic]), this modality will not be based on an explicit principle for 
the integration of each unit. Bernstein establishes a continuum of 
specialisation with which to characterise collection-type curricula: the 
specialised contain a narrower range of course subjects which are tested, 
while the nonspecialised have a broader range. 
In institutions where the integrated code prevails, there is a weak 
classification between the discourses being taught (internal classification) 
and indeed, between what counts as being inside and outside the 
educational institution and specific pedagogic encounters (external 
classification). Bernstein suggests that such a modality is vulnerable 
because communications from outside the institution are less controlled. 
This modality, he further argues, can only work if the staff are part of a 
strong social network which is concerned with the integration of difference 
(Bernstein 1996:25). 
Institutions like these will have integrated type curricula. In these, 
there is weaker classification: "the various contents do not go their 
separate ways, but (....) stand in an open relation to each other" (1975: 87-
88). However, according to Bernstein, using the theories of one course 
subject in another does not count as integration; "[i]ntegration, as it is used 
here, refers minimally to the subordination of previously insulated course 
subjects or courses to some relational idea, which blurs the boundaries 
between the subjects" (1975:93 emphases in the original). 
Integrated type curricula can be either teacher-based (in which case 
the integration occurs within a block of time used by one teacher) or 
teachers-based, in which case the integration occurs across the units 
taught by different teachers. Teachers-based integration requires what 
Bernstein describes as certain conditions for success, which can also be 
regarded as potential areas for conflict or disorder: first, there must be 
consensus about the integrating idea; second, the integrating idea must be 
very explicit; third, the link between the integrating idea and the knowledge 
to be taught must itself be coherently spelled out; fourth, there is the need 
for committees or institutional spaces which enable the staff, as well as the 
students, to negotiate forms of interaction; and finally, there is the need for, 
but also the potential for problems in relation to the multiplicity of criteria 
and forms of assessment (Bernstein 1975: 106-109). 
35 
4.2 Visible and invisible pedagogies 
I will now discuss some more specialised modalities of framing. For 
Bernstein, the two fundamental, generic modalities of pedagogic relation or 
framing are visible or conservative pedagogies, and invisible or progressive 
pedagogies. Visible pedagogies place strong emphasis on students' 
capacity to perform according to relatively explicit criteria; "a visible 
pedagogy", Bernstein suggests, "puts the emphasis on the external product 
of the child" (1990:70). In contrast, invisible pedagogies place greater 
emphasis on "procedures internal to the acquirer (cognitive, linguistic, 
affective, motivational) as a consequence of which a text is created and 
experienced" (1990:71). In the case of invisible pedagogies, only the 
educator is (at least initially) familiar with the logic of the pedagogic 
practice. This feature, along with the tendency to make the educand the 
protagonist of the pedagogic process, means that, at least initially, the 
pedagogy will be "invisible" to the educand. 
Bernstein further characterises the difference between visible and 
invisible pedagogy in terms of differences in hierarchical, sequencing, and 
criterial rules. Hierarchical rules determine the process of learning how to 
be a "transmitter" and an "acquirer" in a pedagogic relation, as well as the 
boundaries of these two roles. Sequencing rules determine, as the name 
suggests, the progression of units to be taught and learned. These rules 
imply another set: pacing rules, or the rules that govern the pace at which 
any given sequence is taught. Finally, criterial rules determine the criteria 
which the acquirer is expected to appropriate and apply to her/his own 
practice, and that of others (Bernstein 1990:65-66). 
Visible pedagogies operate on the basis of relatively explicit 
hierarchical, sequencing, and criterial rules, while invisible pedagogies 
operate on the basis of relatively implicit hierarchical, sequencing, and 
criterial rules. From the perspective of the educand, this means that the 
rules of visible pedagogies are relatively accessible to her/him, while they 
remain hidden or unknown (at least initially) if the pedagogy is invisible. 
Both pedagogic types reproduce middle class values, albeit, different middle 
class values: visible pedagogies reflect the values of the so-called "old" 
middle class and a social structure which is conducive to strongly classified 
social types. In contrast, invisible pedagogies reflect the values of the so-
called new middle class, and of a society whose social structure is conducive 
to the formation of well differentiated individuals12. Both pedagogies are 
bound to be exclusive of working class students. However, Bernstein 
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suggests that the class "bias"13 is likely to be worsened by invisible 
pedagogies, whose invisibility makes it more difficult for those who do not 
share the class culture to acquire their rules of recognition and realisation. 
4.3 Market-oriented and autonomous pedagogies 
I now wish to introduce categories for the analysis of the discursive 
orientation of education to work. Here Bernstein offers two categories and 
descriptions which will be useful to my thesis: market-oriented and 
autonomous pedagogies. 
The market-oriented modality is advocated by practitioners who 
assume that the primary function of the educational process is to prepare 
educands to acquire positions within a given field of production. Education, 
from the point of view of this modality, serves to prepare educands to enter 
specific primary contexts or fields of production. The educator cannot, and 
should not shirk what is viewed as the most important ethical obligation: to 
provide the educand knowledge that improves her/his chances of obtaining 
employment. For this reason, this modality privileges the transmission of 
discourses necessary to enter the market. 
In contrast, the advocates of the autonomous assume that 
knowledge has an intrinsic value. Indeed, the advocates of the autonomous 
modality assume that what is important is to preserve educational spaces 
which are insulated from the demands of the market-place. The validity of 
knowledge is constructed, if not in opposition, in an effort to maintain the 
autonomy of pedagogic communication with respect to the marketplace. 
The rationale is that truly critical thinking can only occur in pedagogic 
spaces which are not determined by the market-place. This modality thus 
makes a virtue out of the strong classification between education and the 
field or fields of production. 
Bernstein critiques both modalities. He notes that both are relays for 
the stratification of knowledge, that both are conducive to social inequality. 
The two modalities differ not in that one is ideological and the other isn't, 
but in the way in which each produces ideological relations. The 
autonomous modality, Bernstein suggests, 
is both a sacred and a profane form, depending essentially upon 
one's position as either transmitter or acquirer. From an 
acquirer's point of view an autonomous visible pedagogy is 
instrumental to class placement through symbolic means. Yet it 
has the cover of the sacred (1990:86). 
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Using Bourdieu's (1986) terms, we can say that the autonomous modality 
works by increasing the symbolic capital-- that is the accumulated 
prestige-- of those who already have enough symbolic capital to enter a 
particular field of production. This process is nevertheless dissimulated by 
means of appeals to the modality's 'sacred' quest for autonomy. As 
Bernstein says, the arrogance of the autonomous modality 
lies in its claim to moral high ground and to the superiority of its 
culture, its indifference to its own stratification consequences, its 
conceit in its lack of relation to anything other than itself, its self-
referential abstracted autonomy (1990:87). 
The market-oriented modality would appear to avoid these problems by 
providing the acquirer with the knowledge to overcome social inequality. As 
Bernstein notes, "vocationalism appears to offer the lower working class a 
legitimation of their own pedagogic interests in a manual-based curriculum, 
and in so doing appears to include them as significant pedagogic subjects" 
(1990:87). However, at the same time it closes off educands' own personal 
and occupational possibilities by recreating within the field of reproduction, 
the hierarchy of the economy, its forms of classification and framing, and 
thereby its barriers. 
5. 	 Bernstein's theory in the context of higher education 
Having provided an overview of Bernstein's theory, I now wish to evaluate 
the extent to which it is applicable to the field of education which I will be 
investigating: higher education. Bernstein attempts to develop a theory of 
pedagogic communication that is capable of explaining any form of 
pedagogic practice, in any culture, on any level. These claims would appear 
to be validated by the work of many researchers in different levels of 
education, and in many countries14. In this section, I nevertheless wish to 
propose some changes and additions to Bernstein's theory that take into 
account some features of pedagogic communication which are specific to 
higher education in the U.K., and which are not adequately explained by 
Bernstein's theory. 
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5.1 The role of the recontextualizing field 
I will begin with Bernstein's characterisation of the recontextualizing field. 
The reader will recall that this field is the one that regulates the 
movements of texts and discourses between the primary and the secondary 
contexts. According to Bernstein, it is constituted by official regulating 
entities of the state and local educational authorities; and the various fields 
(higher education specialised in education; specialised media of education; 
and any other) which exert an influence on the process of 
recontextualization (1990: 191-192). Bernstein is particularly interested in 
analysing the mediating role played by this field, its institutions and agents. 
Although this analysis may be crucial in primary and secondary 
education, I will argue that in the context of higher education in the U.K., 
the recontextualizing field, especially in its form as an official pedagogic field 
(official agencies of regulation) has considerably less power than is the case 
of earlier levels of education. It is true that in the U.K., the power of the 
Higher Education Founding Council (HEFCE) has increased dramatically in 
the last years, and with it, the power of the advocates of certain forms of 
pedagogic practice (cf. my discussion of "quality control" in Appendix I). It is 
also true that there would appear to be a new managerial class in higher 
education, that has an increasingly centralizing, and perhaps even 
homogenising effect in higher education, one that is not entirely unlike that 
of a state curriculum (witness the extraordinary, and near simultaneous 
transformation of higher education degrees into modularised schemes). 
Even so, there is as yet nothing comparable in the university to a centrally 
determined curriculum. 
Moreover, until recently, teaching in higher education has not been 
based on anything like a systematic and explicit theory of instruction, 
taught to lecturers in the recontextualizing field. Despite recent attempts 
to professionalise teaching in higher education, it would seem that theories 
of instruction remain relatively implicit, and are the result of educational 
traditions more than professionalising training. It would appear in this 
sense that modalities of pedagogic practice are still determined by the 
transmission "by example" of pedagogic traditions within disciplinary and 
interdisciplinary fields. The nature of this process is a matter of 
considerable interest, which to my knowledge has not yet been the object of 
systematic, empirical research. 
I would thus argue that in higher education, the pedagogic practices 
of disciplinary (e.g. physics, sociology, psychology and so forth) and in some 
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cases interdisciplinary fields (e.g. media studies, engineering, environmental 
studies, and so forth), along with specific organisational practices 
(university 'rules and regulations') have the role in higher education that 
state and other formal recontextualizing agencies have in earlier levels of 
education. For the purposes of this thesis, it thus seems less than useful to 
analyse the mediating role of recontextualizing fields, as Bernstein defines 
these. I will be more concerned with analysing the process of 
recontextualization as it takes place between the primary context (the 
field(s) of production) and the secondary context (the field of reproduction). 
This with reference to the recontextualizing fields constituted by specific 
pedagogic traditions in higher education, particularly, what I have 
described as the combined modality of higher education courses in media 
studies. 
5.2 Para-curricular markers 
Bernstein offers no account of the process whereby a variety of types of 
pedagogic text describe, specify, and at times even transform the workings 
of the curriculum. Here I have in mind the various texts-- course 
handbooks, course descriptions, and so forth-- which higher educational 
institutions produce to accompany the curriculum 'itself. This thesis will 
analyse such texts, which I will refer to as para-curricular markers15. 
The fundamental function of these texts is as framing devices. If the 
curriculum is fundamentally a device of classification, then para-curricular 
markers are fundamentally devices for the framing of the knowledge 
classified by the curriculum. They specify rules for both the transmission 
and the acquisition of knowledge within the overall framework provided by 
the curriculum. From the perspective of transmission, they serve to control 
the appropriation by each lecturer of her/his subject area. Given the 
greater autonomy of the lecturer vis-a-vis the teacher in primary and 
secondary education, a mechanism is required which is capable of 
regulating that autonomy. I propose that this is a key function of para-
curricular markers like the course handbook, and the syllabus, which 
make3 public the discourse to be taught by the lecturer. Of course, the 
extent to which such a control is effective depends on the efficacy of the 
institutional hierarchy, and the extent to which the para-curricular 
markers are an accurate representation of what is happening in the 
classroom. 
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Along with this function of control (in the most negative sense of the 
term), the para-curricular markers are also a framing device inasmuch as 
the specify the inter-relation between the various categories being taught 
and learned. Para-curricular markers tend to explain what the nature of 
the relationships between categories is. In so doing, they provide a valuable 
insight -- even if never a 'transparent' insight-- to the logic of 
recontextualization that governs any particular curriculum 
Perhaps the most obvious function of para-curricular markers is to 
control the acquisition of the curriculum, and its specific units, by educands. 
From the perspective of acquisition, para-curricular markers are framing 
devices which attempt to control the students' reception of the curriculum 
and its individual units. They specify what forms of appropriation are 
legitimate, and which forms of appropriation are illegitimate. As part of this 
process, they attempt to promote certain forms of subjectivity with 
respect to course. This by specifying rules of 'good practice' in the different 
levels of pedagogic practice that are addressed by the markers. 
5.3 Pedagogic genres 
Bernstein's concepts of classification, framing, and code make it possible to 
describe different modalities of pedagogic practice. However, Bernstein's 
theory lacks a theory of pedagogic genres. Although I would propose that 
this theory is important in any pedagogic context, it is particularly 
important in the context being analysed in this thesis. The pedagogic 
practice which I will analyse occurs in curricular units which are structured 
on the basis of very specific modalities of framing: lectures, seminars, and 
workshops. To be sure, the texts required of students must also conform to 
certain modalities of framing. Though useful in a general way, Bernstein's 
concept of framing lacks the conceptual specialisation required to describe 
such modalities. In this section, I will thus develop an account of the 
category of pedagogic genre. 
Although the concept of genre is not one which Bernstein employs, I 
would contend that in this instance, as in the case of para-curricular 
markers, it is possible to "locate" the phenomenon within Bernstein's 
framework. Pedagogic genres are strategies of inter-relation which operate 
on the level of the framing of pedagogic texts and contexts16. Pedagogic 
genres are forms which serve to coordinate the expectations of both 
educators and educands with respect to the form and content of the 
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pedagogic text to be transmitted and acquired. In this sense, they articulate 
rules of hierarchy, sequencing, pacing and criteria with rules of recognition 
and realisation. In this thesis I will distinguish between curricular genres 
(for example, the lecture, the seminar, and the workshop) and genres of 
evaluation (the essay, the unseen test, and so forth). 
The primary (but by no means the exclusive) function of curricular 
genres is as modalizations of hierarchical rules (cf. section 4.2 above). For 
example, in the case of lectures, the hierarchical rule explicitly favours the 
lecturer inasmuch as the lecturer speaks, and students listen. In contrast, 
in seminars it is the students who are expected to be the protagonists in 
pedagogic communication. In this sense, it is possible to argue provisionally 
that lectures tend to be structured on the basis of a more visible pedagogy, 
and seminars, on the basis of a more invisible pedagogy. Although it might 
be assumed on the basis of this characterisation that the seminars are the 
more democratic genre, this constitutes a naive interpretation of the 
seminar. In the seminar genre, the lecturer must establish control by other 
means, which I will describe in detail in later chapters. 
The primary (though not the exclusive) function of genres of 
evaluation is to provide criterial rules (cf. section 4.2 above) for the 
purposes of examination. The labels of "unseen test", "2000-word essay", or 
"multiple-choice questions" all provide signals as to what form of realisation 
of the pedagogic text is desired. Once again, it is possible to characterise 
each different genre in terms of the extent of the visibility of its pedagogy. 
For example, a test requiring students to solve a mathematical equation 
tends to be structured on the basis of, and indeed forms a part of a more 
visible pedagogy than does an extended essay in which students are asked 
to discuss a philosophical concept in the light of their personal experiences. 
In both curricular and evaluative genres, it is important to note that 
the category of genre is designed to overcome the traditional reduction of 
genre to so and so many textual types. More than textual types, genres 
provide a horizon of pedagogic expectation which becomes manifest in 
textual types, but which involves the entire process of pedagogic 
interaction. It is also important to note that genres, like the modalities of 
framing and the rules of recognition and realisation which they articulate, 
tend to produce and reproduce pedagogic relations which are structured by 
unequal distributions of cultural capital. Both educators and educands 
must learn how to communicate by means of pedagogic genres; but not all 
educators or educands can acquire the rules involved with equal ease. 
Moreover, although certain pedagogic genres may become 'universal' to a 
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given educational field, there are likely to be important variations from 
context to context. 
6. 	 Conclusions 
To conclude this chapter, I will return to the notion of pedagogic 
communication in order to explain how Bernstein's theory enables us to 
understand it in a new way. Thereafter, I will explain how I propose to use 
Bernstein's theory to analyse pedagogic communication in the context of 
the BA (Hons) in Science, Communication, and Culture. 
Earlier in this chapter, I explained that the process of pedagogic 
communication has tended to be treated as an unproblematic relay of 
knowledge and of social relations. Bernstein's theory makes it possible to 
characterise pedagogic communication in a more complex manner. 
Pedagogic communication involves a process of discursive 
recontextualization, whereby educators select, classify, and frame 
meanings for the purposes of acquisition by educands. This process is 
governed in the first instance by pedagogic discourses, whose logic is 
determined by the transformational grammar, which Bernstein articulates 
in terms of the different levels of the pedagogic device. As the term 
"transformational grammar" implies, the process transforms the meanings 
of the discourses that are recontextualized from primary fields. Both 
embedded in, and determining the process, are particular codes, that is 
particular modalities of classification and framing, which establish relations 
of power within, and the mechanisms for the control of, pedagogic 
communication. 
Codes and pedagogic discourse determine not just the form of the 
knowledge to be taught, but the positioning of pedagogic subjects in relation 
to that knowledge. In this sense, codes and pedagogic discourse produce 
symbolic rulers of consciousness, which create, position, and oppose 
pedagogic subjects. The category of symbolic ruler of consciousness, along 
with the entire conceptualisation of the process of acquisition, are what 
make the theory of pedagogic communication a theory of communication, 
and not just a theory of the production of pedagogic texts. Pedagogic 
communication entails both the aspect of the construction of pedagogic 
texts (or "relations within") and the reception of pedagogic texts (or 
"relations to" pedagogic texts). 
Both of these levels are mediated by pedagogic codes and discourses. 
But as Bernstein suggests on several occasions, there is no automatic 
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continuity between the levels of construction and reception. What is taught 
is not necessarily what is learned. The extent to which the learner acquires 
a pedagogic text depends on the extent to which s/he acquires the necessary 
rules of recognition, and the rules of realisation. Whether or not this 
happens depends in turn on the dominant symbolic ruler of consciousness: 
this ruler may create opposing pedagogic subjects, or subjects for whom it 
is not possible to recognise particular pedagogic contexts, let alone 
communicate in ways that are appropriate to those contexts. 
Here, what Bernstein refers to as "local practice"-- peer relations, 
family, gender, class, 'race' and other relations-- play a crucial mediating 
role in the reception of pedagogic discourse. However, and in contrast to 
scholars who adopt a relativist and depoliticising orientation towards the 
question of reception, Bernstein is careful to link both pedagogic 
innovations and oppositional forms to existing codes, and discourses: 
innovation and opposition are themselves always transformations of 
existing codes and discourses. Indeed, Bernstein suggests that codes, 
discourses, and the symbolic rulers of consciousness which they produce 
contain within them the kernels for their own transformation. Systems of 
classification operate on the basis of boundaries, and boundaries constitute 
"gaps" between categories which are susceptible to transformation. This 
potential for transformation may be primed by contradictions and 
dilemmas that operate both between and within categories, between and 
within pedagogic subjects. 
I will now explain how I will use Bernstein's theory to analyse 
pedagogic communication in the BA (Hons) in Science, Culture, and 
Communication. The BA (Hons) in Science, Culture and Communication, 
and therein, the Communicating Science module, can be regarded as 
instances of pedagogic discourse. Both levels (the degree as a whole, and the 
module) recontextualize discourses produced in a variety of fields of 
production: the scientific, the humanities, and media production, to mention 
just three. And both levels transform these discourses into something 
other than they are in the primary context. A first research question for 
this thesis is thus, what discourses from the primary context are 
recontextualized by what pedagogic discourse(s), and what effect does this 
have on the recontextualized discourses? 
The process of recontextualization produced by the course and by 
the module is realised in particular modalities of pedagogic practice. On this 
level, the research question is, how are the recontextualized discourses 
transformed into particular modalities of pedagogic practice, and what is 
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the nature of these modalities of pedagogic practice? 
The entire process has a positioning effect. The pedagogic discourse 
produces, reproduces, or perhaps even contests a particular distributive 
order, a certain symbolic ruler of consciousness. Here the research 
questions are, what symbolic ruler of consciousness, and whose symbolic 
ruler of consciousness is produced, reproduced, or contested by the course 
and by the module (the two levels may produce different symbolic rulers of 
consciousness)? 
Last, but certainly not least, I have explained that what is taught is 
not necessarily what is learned. Here the question is, how do the students, 
regarded as empirical subjects, relate to the pedagogic discourse, and to the 
symbolic ruler of consciousness which this discourse produces, reproduces 
or contests? Again, this question will be answered in relation to both the 
level of the SCC course as a whole, and the Communicating Science module 
in particular. 
To my knowledge, questions like these have not been investigated in 
relation to the teaching and learning of media studies, media production, 
and science communication in higher education. I hope to demonstrate in 
the following chapters that they nevertheless constitute an extremely 
powerful way of explaining, indeed reinterpreting the whole problematic 
which is sometimes naively conceived as no more than a 'divorce' between 
media 'theory' and 'practice'. The problem, if there is a problem, is not that 
there is simply a 'gap' (in the innocent of this term) between 'media theory 
and practice'. The problem lies instead in the manner of the 
recontextualization of discourses, some of which are misleadingly classified 
as 'theory', others of which are misleadingly classified as 'practice', and both 
of which are recontextualized with implications which tend to be 'invisible' 
to many practitioners. 
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Notes 
1 
 More recently, Hodge and Kress (1988) have used the term to identify 
their own methodology of semiotic analysis. 
2 The justification for this methodological option has its roots in Weber's 
(1968) suggestion that actions are first and foremost, meaningful. A 
number of philosophers of language have argued that actions can thus be, 
indeed must be "read" in order to be understood. P. Ricoeur (1981) presents 
one of the few systematic accounts of the nature and benefits of the textual 
analogy in social research. For a critical account of the use of the textual 
analogy by Ricoeur, see "Action, ideology, and the text" in Thompson 
(1984), pp. 173-204. For a critical account of different analogies in social 
research, see "Blurred genres: the refiguration of social thought" in Geertz 
(1983), pp. 19-35. 
3 See Thompson (1990) for a discussion of different conceptualisations of 
ideology. 
4 For examples of these conceptualisations, see Noth (1990). 
5 This definition, as Bernstein himself suggests, is not unlike the one given 
by Bourdieu (1975; 1986) for the concept of habitus, though as developed 
by Bernstein, it is more specialised. 
6 Although Bernstein is concerned with the absence of a specialised account 
of educational communication, it is interesting to note that other scholars 
have noted a similar absence with respect to theories of mass 
communication. The tendency has been to take the concept and theory of 
communication itself for granted, even by theorists who were ostensibly 
providing accounts of the very process. For an effort to address this 
problem in the domain of media studies, see Thompson (1990). 
7 See for example, Benveniste (1971); Chatman (1978); and Stubbs (1983). 
8 See for example, A. J. Greimas (1983). 
9 The concept of realisation is widely used by Halliday (1978) and indeed by 
Bernstein himself. It is treated as a category of production, i.e. concretizing 
another category, for example from discourse to text and vice-versa. It is 
nevertheless worth noting that the use of the notion of realisation may 
itself take for granted a process which can and needs to be theorised in 
detail. This is, in effect, what Bernstein's theory of the pedagogic device 
does. Bernstein theorises the realisation of pedagogic texts. 
10 Here it is important to note that, although the notion of pedagogic 
discourse has the effect of specialising the theory of discourse, Bernstein 
suggests in a number of brief references that pedagogic discourse is 
produced or reproduced in a variety of institutions, and not just in the 
educational. He speaks, for example, of the development of a pedagogic 
relation between a doctor and her/his patient, whereby the patient learns to 
explain his/her symptoms using a language which is appropriate to the 
relation. 
11 The fact that Bernstein develops these categories both before and after 
he develops his theory of the pedagogic device poses some problems for the 
analyst. There is not always a discernible continuity, or inter-relation 
between the different levels of his theory. For this reason, I will employ 
especially Bernstein's most recent work (especially Bernstein 1996, and 
"Social class and pedagogic practice" in Bernstein (1990) pp. 63-93). 
However, where necessary I will also refer to the much earlier "Class and 
pedagogies: visible and invisible" in Bernstein (1975) pp. 116-139. 
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12 This distinction is one that in Bernstein's earlier work is described in 
terms of "mechanical" and "organic" forms of solidarity, respectively. For 
reasons of space and scope, I will not describe these aspects of Bernstein's 
theory. For a detailed characterisation of them, see Atkinson (1985). 
13 Bernstein makes quite frequent use of the concept of "bias". In my view, 
this term, like many others that Bernstein uses (relay, transmission, and 
so forth) constitutes a certain regression to positivism, insofar as it 
suggests implicitly that something can be "unbiased", that is, value-, or 
discourse-free. I take the view that this is not possible. For this reason, I 
will always use quotation marks when using this term. 
14 See Bernstein's account of research using his theory in Bernstein 1996. 
15 My formulation of "para-curricular markers" has been influenced by G. 
Bettetini's (1984) concept of the extra-textual marker; and by R. Hodge and 
G. Kress's (1988) concept of "logonomic system". 
16 My formulation of pedagogic genres has been influenced by J. Martin-
Barbero's (1993) characterisation of media genres. 
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Chapter 2 
The Construction of Pedagogic Discourse 
in the SCC Curriculum 
Introduction 
In this chapter, I will analyse the structuring of pedagogic discourse on the 
level of the Science, Culture and Communication (SCC) course curriculum. 
I regard this level of an analysis as a prelude to an analysis of the 
recontextualization of media studies in the "Communicating Science" 
module. To the extent that relations within the Communicating Science 
module are at least partially determined by the broader curricular 
structure, then it is necessary to begin with an analysis of the curricular 
process. 
I will structure this level of analysis as follows. In section one, I will 
link the degree's formation to particular discourses both within, and beyond 
the University. This section will also provide a first description of the SCC 
curriculum. In section two, I will analyse the pedagogic code that structured 
the curriculum and its institutional context. In section three, I will analyse 
the framing of science and humanities discourses, with special reference to 
the hierarchical relation which the course established between the two 
categories. In section four, I will continue with my analysis of framing, but 
this time from the perspective of the visibility of pedagogic practice within 
the different curricular strands. In section five I will analyse the question of 
the orientation of the SCC course towards the market-place. 
It is important to reiterate that the function of this chapter is 
designed to provide a context for a more detailed explanation of pedagogic 
communication in the Communicating Science module. For this reason, but 
also for reasons to do with the scope and resources available for this thesis, 
I will not attempt to engage in a detailed analysis of pedagogic discourse in 
each of the curricular units taught in the wider SCC degree. Instead, I will 
examine the forms of classification and framing produced, reproduced, or 
contested by the structuring of the curriculum,and by its para-curricular 
markers. 
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1. 	 A brief history of the SCC degree 
Before describing the course itself, it is necessary to describe and analyse 
aspects of the discursive context which led to its formation. This context 
was a complex one. Indeed a historical analysis of the process which led up 
to the formation of the new BA (lions) in Science, Communication, and 
Culture would require a separate investigation. In this thesis, I merely 
want to describe and analyse what, in my view, were some of the central 
discursive 'sources' for the degree's structure. 
1.1 C.P. Snow and the "Two Cultures" 
The first, and perhaps most fundamental of these sources can be located in 
the debates which took place in the 1960's with respect to the extremely 
specialised nature of science education in the U.K. Perhaps more than in 
any other industrialised nation, the U.K.'s secondary and higher educational 
system was premised on a radical insulation of science and humanities 
subjects. This educational specialisation, and its social effects became the 
focus of debate in the late 1950's and early 1960's, when C. P. Snow, a 
literary author with scientific training, delivered a lecture (the Rede 
Lecture, at Cambridge University) which critiqued what Snow described as 
a "gulf of mutual misunderstanding" between scientists and the literary 
elite. The lecture was published in book form (cf. Snow 1963), and the book 
became the subject of a debate about the "Two Cultures": according to 
Snow, the gulf between scientists and "non-scientists" was so wide, as to 
produce two different "cultures". Snow used the term "culture" (as in "Two 
Cultures") in an explicitly anthropological manner. "The scientific culture", 
he wrote, "really is a culture... in an anthropological sense. That is, its 
members need not, and of course often do not, always completely 
understand each other... but there are common attitudes, common 
standards and patterns of behaviour, common approaches and 
assumptions" (1963:9). (Significantly, Snow later recognised that it might 
be more accurate to speak of two "subcultures".) 
According to Snow, the cultural divide was sustained by the literary 
illiteracy of scientists, and by the scientific illiteracy of "non-scientists". 
Most scientists, Snow said, did not understand Dickens. And the "total 
incomprehension" by non-scientists of even the "most elementary" 
scientific concepts gave "an unscientific flavour to the whole of the 
`traditional' culture, and that unscientific flavour is often, much more than 
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we admit, on the point of turning anti-scientific" (1963:11). Yet "[i]t is the 
traditional culture, to an extent remarkably little diminished by the 
emergence of the scientific one, which manages the western world" 
(1963:11). 
As far as Snow was concerned, the "Two Cultures" phenomenon was 
problematic for the following reasons. First, there was no place where the 
"Two Cultures" could meet, and this diminished the "creative chances" for 
both cultures: 
"The clashing point of two subjects, two disciplines, two cultures--
of two galaxies, as far as that goes-- ought to produce creative 
chances. In the history of mental activity that has been where 
some of the breakthroughs came. The chances are there now. 
But they are there, as it were, in a vacuum, because those in the 
two cultures can't talk to each other" (1963:16). 
Second, the arts intellectuals were "natural luddites", who not only ignored 
the meaning and significance of even the most basic scientific concepts, but 
considered it to be in poor taste to be reminded this. Last, and occupying 
much of Snow's lecture, there was the question of postwar industrial 
development. Snow was concerned with the implications of the "Two 
Cultures" divide for the U.K.'s future scientific, and technological 
development. 
What was the cause of cultural divide? Although the divide existed all 
over the western world, Snow blamed "our fanatical belief in educational 
specialisation" and somewhat mysteriously, "our tendency to let our social 
forms crystallise." "This tendency", wrote Snow, "....means that once 
anything like a cultural divide gets established, all the social forces operate 
to make it not less rigid, but more so" (1963:17). The only "way out of all 
this... [was] of course, by rethinking our education" (1963:18). 
If I have quoted Snow at some length, it is because the SCC is deeply 
indebted to the discourses reproduced in the Rede Lecture. In effect, the 
designers of the SCC course set out to do just what Snow recommended: to 
rethink science education, in this particular case, science teaching in higher 
education. And they did so for very much the reasons put forward by Snow: 
to overcome the mutual incomprehension, and to foster a greater scientific 
literacy amongst all sectors of the U.K. as part of a greater national, 
democratic project. Moreover, the course designers' fundamental strategy 
was to do this by juxtaposing scientific and "arts" discourses. This in the 
hopes that this would cause a shower of [creative] sparks like the one 
envisaged by Snow. 
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The problem with Snow's diagnostic and recommendations-- and by 
extension with the the fundamental SCC diagnostic and strategy-- was 
that even as it recognised a significant dynamic, it failed to interpret it in a 
manner which showed its social and political origin. Snow rightly recognised 
a strong boundary between the reproduction of scientific and humanities 
discourses. In the terms of this thesis, the "Two Cultures" phenomenon 
involved a strong classification of science and humanities discourses on 
both the level of the field of reproduction, and the field of production. Such a 
strong classification on both levels might seem to be a 'natural', and 
automatic consequence of the distributive rules of advanced capitalism, but 
the U.S. experiences showed otherwise. In the U.S., unlike Great Britain, 
students in high school and in higher education were, more often than not, 
required to acquire some knowledge of both sets of disciplines. 
If such strong classification on the level of reproduction was not an 
automatic consequence of strong classification on the level of production, 
why such strong insulation in the U.K.? This is the fundamental question 
which Snow could only answer by means of a peculiarly depoliticising 
metaphor: the tendency for social divisions to 'crystallise' in the U.K.. This 
metaphor obscured, indeed naturalised a historical process whereby a 
single social process led not so much to the formation of two cultures, but to 
the insulation of two (or more) discourses. 
What social process led to this form of classification, and who would 
stand to gain from this process? For reasons of space and the scope of this 
thesis, I cannot engage in a detailed analysis of the history of the 
classification and framing of science and other discourses in the fields of 
production, and reproduction in the U.K. To my knowledge, this is a process 
which has been bemoaned, but which has not been researched in a rigorous 
manner. The following is one hypothesis: to the extent that the modern 
industrialised nation state, and with it technocracy, were the result of an 
aperture of the dominant social classes to scientific (or quasi-scientific 
discourses); and to the extent that technocracy was a prerequisite for 
economic development in Western European nations, then certainly the 
most progressive sectors of capitalist societies would not stand to gain from 
a very strong insulation of scientific discourses, at least in the field of 
reproduction. Who, then, would stand to gain? Perhaps, and again, as a 
matter of hypothesis, a landed aristocracy would. For this aristocracy, it 
seems conceivable that scientific discourses, and eventually technocracy 
itself, would pose a threat to a social order based on a relatively rigid class 
system, and on hereditary privileges. For such an aristocracy, and for the 
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class of civil servants at least partially shaped by the aristocracy's 
interests, scientific discourses would be a matter to be contained, not to be 
spread. To the extent that in the U.K., such an aristocracy dominated the 
culture until well into the twentieth century, then one hypothesis is that 
the dynamic described by Snow would benefit the landed aristocracy.1 
Whatever the historical root of the phenomenon, Snow failed to 
understand that there was, in Bernstein's terms, a single symbolic ruler of 
consciousness which worked not only to strongly classify the various fields, 
but also to oppose subjects by means of mechanisms of distinction. Here 
I refer to Bourdieu's concept, which explains how subjects adopt certain 
positions, certain attitudes which consciously or unconsciously work to 
increase the gap between oneself, and what is deemed to be common, or 
even vulgar. This in order to increase one's social standing and prestige (in 
Bourdieu's terms, to increase symbolic capital) (Bourdieu 1986). It would 
appear from Snow's discourse that many scientists regarded the scientific 
"illiteracy" of "literary intellectuals" as a matter of sacrilege, and vice-
versa: that many literary intellectuals regarded the scientist's apparent 
lack of taste as a symptom of their lack of sensibility to cultured culture. In 
short, each discourse characterised the other as the profane2. 
To be sure, Snow's descriptions must be treated with extreme 
caution. A key aspect of the dynamic of distinction was to simplify, and 
caricature the nature of the other. Snow raised an important point, albeit 
for the wrong reasons, when he suggested that the number 2 (as in "Two 
Cultures") was a "dangerous" one. The 'danger' lay not in the revolutionary 
potential of the dialectic (as Snow significantly suggested) but in the 
simplifying nature of the dualism. The oppositioning tendency of the 
dualism made it possible to overlook the common culture of the two groups. 
As I explained earlier, both discourses were premised on at least some 
common cultural features: language, nationalism, class, and so forth. 
Moreover, the dualism almost certainly homogenised both scientific and 
"non-scientific" discourses by transforming them into single entities: 
science, and "arts", "scientific" and "literary" "types". 
But even as it simplified and homogenised the constituents of both 
sets of categories, it is extremely significant that in Snow's work all non-
scientific fields and discourses were accorded the status of a single negative 
entity: "non-scientific", "lay" or or even "traditional culture". I have already 
noted that Snow considered it to be remarkable that the U.K. was still 
"dominated" by the "traditional" culture. In addition, and with the notable 
exception of the "Two Cultures" metaphor itself, Snow's metaphors were 
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metaphors drawn from natural science: the coming together of two galaxies 
in showers of sparks, the crystallisation of social structures, and many 
others. This suggests not only that Snow's understanding of the social 
dynamics was coached in the language of natural science, but that his 
discourse worked to create a new relation of framing in which the science 
categories were the dominant. I will show in later sections the extent to 
which this framing was reproduced by the structuring of the SCC 
curriculum. 
1.2 The "Public Understanding of Science" movement 
The "Two Cultures" discourse was one of several discursive 'sources' for the 
SCC course. Another important discourse was the one produced by the 
movement known as the Public Understanding of Science (PUS) in the U.K. 
The movements 'manifesto' is found in the Bodmer report on The Public 
Understanding of Science, which was published by the Royal Society in 
1985 
The report was ostensibly the result of an investigation by an ad hoc 
committee set up by the Royal Society to study the state of the "public 
understanding of science" in the U.K. However, it is clear from the first 
pages that the report was more of a proclamation of the importance of 
science, than a critical investigation. As the vice-president of the Royal 
Society explained in the preface, the report 
...deals with an issue that is important not only, or even mainly, 
for the scientific community but also for the nation as a whole 
and for each individual within it. More than ever, people need 
some understanding of science, whether they are involved in 
decision-making at a national or local level, in managing industrial 
companies, in skilled or semi-skilled employment, in voting as 
private citizens or in making a wide range of personal decisions. 
In publishing this report the Council [the Council of the Royal 
Society] hopes that it will highlight this need for an overall 
awareness of the nature of science and, more particularly, of the 
way that science and technology pervade modern life... (Royal 
Society 1985:5). 
The report can be regarded as having a relation of continuity with 
the "Two Cultures" discourse inasmuch as it regretted an alleged lack of 
scientific literacy in the "general public" in the U.K., and emphasised the 
need to provide all citizens with such a literacy; inasmuch as it linked this 
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literacy to the broader question of industrial development; and more 
fundamentally, inasmuch as it continued to promote the weakening of the 
classification of science in ways which depoliticised the problematic even as 
(on another level) they re-politicised it by advocating a privileged space and 
position for science. 
But along with these continuities, there are also some important 
discontinuities. The Bodmer report was written in the context of severe 
cutbacks in State funding for natural science institutions. These cutbacks, 
which occurred during the first part of the Thatcher regime, were one of the 
factors that may have contributed to what was widely perceived as an 
accelerated process of decline in the national and international influence of 
British scientific institutions. The institutions of natural science, headed by 
the Royal Society, appear to have attempted to reverse this process by 
engaging in a public relations campaign that signalled the importance of 
science to national development. This time, however, there was a shift in 
the strategy of legitimisation. The Bodmer report called not just for an 
increase in scientific literacy and for increased funding for science 
education, but for scientists' greater participation in -- and simultaneously 
a closer analysis of-- the mass media's representation of science. In effect, 
the Royal Society was discovering the possibilities of, but also the 
dilemmas created by the process which one sociologist has described as the 
mediazation of modern culture (J. B. Thompson 1990): the mediation of 
more and more aspects of everyday life by mass media institutions. Indeed, 
a substantial part of the report was concerned with the question of the 
relations between scientific institutions, and the mass media. Even as it 
critiqued aspects of media representation, the report recognised the 
importance of of the media in the task of increasing the so-called public 
understanding of science. Indeed, it even chastened scientists for not 
taking enough interest in public relations. In what was subsequently to 
become its most quoted passage, the report said "... our most direct and 
urgent message must be to the scientists themselves: Learn to 
communicate with the public, be willing to do so and consider it your duty to 
do so" (1985:36). 
One of the byproducts of the Bodmer report was that a small group 
of scientists set out to investigate and promote the so-called public 
understanding of science3. The first aim was, from the outset, determined 
by the second. Investigations by Durant (1989) and others were all 
structured in ways that assumed that the research ought to support the 
discourse of the Royal Society. In this context, it is unsurprising that the 
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research revealed that "the public" was indeed scientifically illiterate, and 
was in urgent need of a proper scientific education. 
This movement and discourse constituted an important antecedent 
for the SCC course in at least two ways: first, it created a context in which 
the communication of science became the object of investigation, and 
thereby began to acquire legitimacy as a field worthy of academic study. 
Without such a legitimation, many aspects of the SCC course would be 
inconceivable. But at the same time, the legitimation depended on the 
conflation of research into the so-called "Public Understanding of Society", 
with the development of communication strategies which promoted science 
for its own sake. In effect, the PUS discourse sought to reconstitute science 
as a 'sacred' category. This attempt to legitimate science by means of the 
mass media also created a context in which a number of universities began 
to train their scientists in the skills of mass communication. In the case of 
the SCC course, this discourse was taken up in by the course planners in 
ways which spanned a continuum of regulative orientations. At one end of 
the continuum, there were those who assumed that the new course ought 
to teach students to legitimate science; at the other, there were those who 
assumed that the course ought to subvert the ideological relations 
promoted by the PUS. 
1.3 Media and cultural studies in the UK 
As I will explain in more detail below, the SCC course was developed jointly 
by the Faculties of Science and Humanities. However, within the Faculty of 
Humanities, one school had a particularly important role: the School of 
Media Studies. This was the School which I was eventually employed by, 
and in which the "Communicating Science" module was based. And this 
was the School which contributed historicising, and ideologically critical 
discourses to the degree. More specifically, it contributed the discourses of 
the growing body of researchers in the U.K. and other countries, who 
critiqued positivist accounts of science, positivist accounts of science 
communication, and indeed the representation of science in the media4. 
Where the critique of positivist conceptions of science was concerned, 
researchers working in the field of cultural studies contributed a discourse 
which both historicise scientific discourse as an instance of cultural 
practice; and politicised by relating it to the interests of particular 
institutions, and to the domination of particular social groups. For example, 
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the feminist critique of the systematic domination of women by scientific 
institutions, researched by Merchant (1980) and others. Where the critique 
of positivist accounts of science communication was concerned, cultural 
and media studies offered critiques of what was regarded as a text-book 
example of the homogenising, and elitist discourse about "the public"5 
which had been critiqued by Raymond Williams (1983) and others. Indeed, 
from the perspective of the advocates of this critical discourse, the PUS 
movement as a whole demanded an urgent, and sharp critique. It was 
hoped that such a critique would create conditions for a more democratic 
form of study which could reveal the richness, complexity, and ideological 
dangers of the process known as the popularisation of science. 
Of particular interest was the question of the status of the "popular" 
in "popular science", and in the popular reception of science. From the 
perspective of cultural studies, neither of these could or should be reduced, 
as the Royal Society (1985) was doing, to a matter of "public ignorance" or 
deficit theories of science education. 
This stance marked a radical departure from positivist approaches 
to science, and science communication which were implicitly or explicitly 
proposed by the advocates of the PUS movement. But it also marked a 
shift in focus vis-a-vis the older "Philosophy of Science", "Sociology of 
Science", or "History of Science" approaches commonly found in courses in 
Science Studies. Media and cultural studies pushed to the forefront of 
consideration the question of the socio-cultural relations between science, 
communication, and culture. Hitherto, critical academic interest had 
centred on the epistemological status of science as discourse. 
Finally, and as I will explain in more detail in later sections and 
chapters, the radicality of the critique proposed by media and cultural 
studies was also in marked contrast to the regulative orientation of many 
of the scientists teaching on the degree. Whereas the latter assumed that 
the degree ought to legitimate science, members of the School of Media 
Studies like myself assumed that the instead, the degree ought to teach 
students to recognise science as a discourse, and to question modes of 
science communication based on the uncritical legitimation of scientific 
discourse. It is however worth noting at this point that differences in 
regulative orientation which I am describing were not, and indeed at the 
time of writing this thesis were still not recognised by most practitioners 
teaching on the course. 
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1.4 The shift from singular, to regionalised discourses 
The formation of the SCC course must also be linked to the circulation of 
economic capital in higher education in the U.K. This dynamic provided a 
decisive incentive for the development of the degree at a time when there 
was considerable resistance to it on the part of certain sectors of the 
University. 
Two faculties developed the new degree: the Faculty of Sciences, and 
the Faculty of Humanities. The single most important motivation for both 
faculties to develop the new degree was the concern over the predicted 
shortage of students applying for 'traditional' degrees: traditional science 
degrees (biology, chemistry, and so forth) but also 'traditional' humanities 
degrees (literary studies, and especially history). It was predicted that 
universities across the U.K. would have more and more difficulties 
recruiting students for these degrees in the 1990's, and in this context, the 
new SCC degree was seen by many in the University as a strategy for 
economic survival. 
This strategy and the process which it was meant to address can be 
linked to a broader social process which Bernstein describes as the 
regionalization of knowledge: a "region" is created by the 
recontextualization of discursive "singulars" (1996: 23). According to 
Bernstein, this process has the effect of weakening classification of the 
singulars (indeed it can only happen if the classification of the singulars is 
weakened). When this process occurs, it is a matter of some interest to 
understand the new principles of recontextualization which construct the 
new discourses, as well as the ideological "bias" that underlies the new 
principles. "New power relations", Bernstein says, "develop between regions 
and singulars as they compete for resources and influence" (1996:23-24). 
This description, I would argue, is an especially apt one to describe 
the formation of the new degree in the University. The regionalization of 
knowledge led to the creation of a new educational "market", which the 
University sought to exploit. At the same time, this very process led to a 
power struggle which at one point almost scuppered the degree before it had 
even taken in its first cohort of students. The degree's designers faced 
vehement opposition from some administrators and lecturers who could not 
conceive of a degree that was not either for scientists or for non-scientists, 
that was not to be owned either by the Faculty of Sciences, or by the 
Faculty of Humanities. In effect, the regionalization constituted, in the eyes 
of those who defended the existing order, a profanation of 'sacred' categories. 
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The battle lines were thus drawn between those who wanted 
something closer to a traditional either/or education (the dominant 
pedagogic device and symbolic ruler of consciousness), and those who were 
motivated to regionalise: the Faculty heads, for whom the procurement of 
more students was paramount; but also some of the founding practitioners-
- especially those in the science faculty-- for whom the development of a 
new, regionalised category was also the key to personal, and professional 
development. The confrontation was so strong, that even a sympathetic 
cross-faculty committee initially charged with designing the new degree was 
unable to reach an agreement as to the final form of the new degree. 
The 'impasse' was resolved when the two heads of the two faculties 
agreed that two individuals, one from each faculty, should design the basic 
curricular structure of the degree. On the part of the Faculty of Sciences, 
the key member was a physicist. On the part of the Faculty of Humanities, 
the key member was a member of the School of Media Studies. The central 
motivation for the physicist was a professional one: the development of a 
regionalised space (which he conceived in terms of "interdisciplinarity") in 
which he could develop a new discourse and with it, a new career. The 
central motivation for the member of the School of Media Studies was an 
economic one: faced with what was at the time a relatively low level of 
recruitment for the "mainstream" Media Studies degree, the new SCC 
degree appeared as a way of securing the future of the School. Together, 
these two practitioners designed the new degree, and in so doing drew up 
new boundaries between the two faculties. 
As I explained above, with the development of regionalised 
categories, there tend to be shifts in relations of power. The question I want 
to answer now is, was there a shift in power with the rise of the new degree? 
Prior to the formation of the SCC degree, the teaching of science at 
the University conformed quite closely to the rules of the pedagogic device 
which I introduced in section one, above. Although the university had begun 
to modularise, there were virtually no links, academic or other, between the 
Faculty of Science, and the Faculty of Humanities. The relation between 
the two faculties was governed by a collection code: the University taught 
science, and it taught humanities, but there was an extremely strong 
classification, that is insulation of, the two categories and their respective 
sub-categories. The two faculties were autonomous in the administrative 
sense, and exchanged virtually no courses. There was little or no academic 
or social interaction between staff of the two faculties. In accordance with 
the collection model introduced in chapter one, professional identities and 
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relations were tied to each category, that is, to each faculty. 
Of the two faculties, the Science faculty was by far the more 
powerful one. It was, in fact, the most powerful faculty within the 
university: it recruited the most students, had the biggest campus, and 
commanded the greatest resources. Moreover, most of its staff members 
shared the central university administration's technical discourses and 
regulative orientation. 
Exactly the opposite was true of the Faculty of Humanities. This 
Faculty had the fewest students, the smallest teaching facilities, and 
commanded the least resources amongst faculties making up the 
University. Although there were significant differences in the regulative 
orientation of its staff members, the Faculty as a whole was an exception 
within the University to the extent that it valued autonomous modalities of 
pedagogic practice. 
In this context, it may seem surprising that the figure used by 
administrators to describe the relation between the two faculties in the new 
degree was that of "partnership". The idea of the partnership suggests that 
the two faculties worked together to design and develop the degree, and to 
actually teach the degree. Although there was a process of shared 
development, from the start one of the two "partners"-- the Faculty of 
Sciences-- had a privileged status within the degree. 
This status was produced by the following modality of framing: first, 
the Faculties agreed that 60% of the curriculum should be devoted to the 
teaching of science. This was ostensibly motivated by the need to obtain 
the higher State funding for science courses. Administrators in the Science 
Faculty argued that State regulations required this percentage as a 
minimum for courses which obtained the substantially higher level of 
funding accorded to science degrees. Year later, it emerged that the 
requirement was in fact only one of 50%. However, at the time the 60% 
statistic was accepted by all sides, and was used to justify the following 
aspects of the relation. 
Second, and following on from the first point, the Faculties agreed to 
split the funding itself on a 60/40 basis: 60% for Faculty of Science, and 
40% for the Faculty of Humanities. It is worth noting that, despite the 
lower level of funding for the Faculty of Humanities, this funding was 
considerably higher than the Fee Band One funding which applied to the 
History and Literary Studies degrees. Indeed, it was also higher than the 
Fee Band Two funding which applied to the School of Media Studies' BA 
(Hons) in Media Studies. From this perspective, the Faculty of Humanities 
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stood to gain much from this modality of framing, and this is undoubtedly 
how its administrators understood the relation. 
Third, and ostensibly following on from the previous two points, both 
faculties agreed that the Science Faculty should deliver 60% of the 
curriculum, and the Humanities Faculty, 40%. Both faculties also agreed 
that the Award Leader (course leader) should be a member of the Science 
Faculty, and that the Humanities Faculty should provide the Deputy 
Award Leader. As part of this, it was agreed that the Award Leader and the 
Deputy Award Leader should each be responsible for their respective 
faculty's contribution (Science, and Humanities, respectively). 
This modality of framing was agreed on the basis of what was, 
ostensibly, a purely economic argument: to the extent that the course 
could be described as a "science course"; to the extent that this meant a 
higher level of funding; and to the extent that the 60/40 relation still meant 
higher funding for the Humanities teaching, the Humanities faculty agreed 
to the framing modality which I have described. In fact, this argument 
dissimulated a relation of domination which was based as much on the 
relative weakness of the Humanities Faculty within the technically-
oriented University, as on a discursive consensus which had at its root an 
instrumental conception of science communication: practitioners in both 
faculties seemed to accept that, since the course was about science, and 
science communication, then it was fair that the science faculty should 
receive a bigger share of the economic capital. I will argue throughout this 
thesis that the manner in which this discourse shaped the pedagogic text 
acted to maintain the very form of classification which the degree was 
ostensibly trying to contest. 
1.5 The first SCC curriculum? 
The SCC course took in its first cohort of students in 1992. Its manifest 
mission was to "integrate" the "Two Cultures" described by Snow as being 
separated by a gulf of mutual incomprehension. In this section, I will 
explain in some detail how this was meant to happen. In later sections, I 
will analyso the extent to which it did happen (though already it should be 
clear that the acceptance of the "Two Cultures" discourse and diagnostic 
constituted the acceptance of the very discourse which was allegedly being 
contested). 
Admissions. I will describe the actual SCC admissions requirements 
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in chapter four. Here, I merely wish to note that a key aspect of the 
dominant pedagogic device was the segregation of students into different 
domains of specialisation. This process began in secondary school, where 
students were encouraged to specialise in science or arts A-levels. It was 
then confirmed in higher education, were degrees recruited on the basis of a 
strong classification of students as being either science students, or "arts" 
students. In order to contradict the Two Cultures" dynamic, a key aspect 
of the SCC strategy was to recruit students who were not specialised in 
either one of the fields of reproduction (science or arts). The course was to 
attempt to recruit students who preferably had a background in both 
scientific, and humanities disciplines. 
Given the tendency towards specialisation, and indeed, given the 
relatively strong internal classification especially of the natural science 
disciplines, the course practitioners assumed that the degree would need to 
be structured in a manner which would be inclusive of the different 
disciplines of natural science. Put negatively, the course was to be 
structured in a manner that would not exclude any particular background. 
This ambitious objective was to be achieved by making all forms of science 
accessible to all students, regardless of their academic background. 
The SCC curriculum. Doing so required the development of an 
entirely new curriculum, which I will now describe in some detail. I will begin 
with the aims of the degree. Although I have already begun to describe 
these in a general way, it is instructive to describe the formal aims and 
objectives in more detail. These were to 
• promote a reflexive understanding of scientific theory and practice 
with a view to increasing students' scientific literacy-, 
• develop students' understanding of the (potentially problematic) 
inter-relationship of scientific and cultural knowledge; 
• develop students' capacity to analyse issues from both a scientific, 
and socio-cultural perspective; 
• enable students to communicate scientific ideas to both academic 
communities and to the "wider public"; 
• and finally, to develop amongst students "both a practical and a 
critical understanding of how science is represented and 
disseminated in contemporary society" (p. 6, SCC Essential Papers, 
Appendix III). 
The above is only a summary of the aims. The reader may wish to consult 
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the full list of aims and objectives described in the section on aims and 
objectives in the "Essential Papers" (the student handbook, contained in 
Appendix III. The Essential Papers constituted the main para-curricular 
marker which was given each year to students and staff alike. They 
described the aims and objectives of the degree, and also contained 
descriptions of each module, as well as assessment rules, and other 
information which controlled the realisation of the curriculum by staff and 
students alike.) 
The mentioned aims were realised by means of a 3-year bachelor of 
arts. This BA (lions) was structured as follows: 
1. Terms. Each year was divided into into three terms: Autumn, 
Spring, and Summer. The Autumn and Spring terms lasted eleven 
weeks, including a single reading week in each one. Although the 
Summer term also had a duration of eleven weeks, only five of these 
were devoted to actual teaching (the rest were devoted to final 
projects and examinations). 
2. Modules. Each year, students took six curricular units or moduless, 
each of which accumulated 20 credits (One year = 120 credits). (This 
credit scheme was the one employed by the Faculty of Science, and 
not by the Faculty of Humanities, which taught only four 30-credit 
modules per year). Each 20-credit module had a duration of one year. 
Moreover, each 20-credit module had at least one hour-long lecture, 
and one hour-long seminar. However, in some cases modules with 
different configurations (e.g. modules with media production, or 
science laboratories) increased contact time to four hours per week 
per module. 
3. Strands. The three years of study were structured by three 
strands9. There was first, and centrally, the Discovery of Science 
in a Cultural Context (DSCC) strand. This strand was constituted 
by three successive, year-long, double-weighted modules (DSCC1, 
DSCC2, and DSCC3). Each year, the modules in this strand covered 
the development of science during a particular historical period. 
DSCC1 covered the 16th and 17th century; DSCC2 the 18th and 
19th century; and DSCC3, the 20th century (the reader may wish to 
refer to the Essential Papers [Appendix III], which describe the 
periodization in greater detail). Lecturers from the different 
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disciplines of science (Faculty of Science), but also from the Schools 
of Media Studies, Literary Studies and History (Faculty of 
Humanities) were to come together to provide what the different 
para-curricular markers described as an "interdisciplinary" 
approach to the history of science. Indeed, course documentation 
defined interdisciplinarity as "a special and explicit relationship 
between different disciplines in at least two respects. First, the 
disciplines come together to focus their attention on commonly 
agreed areas of study. Second, in certain circumstances this 
common focus results in the emergence of a new cohesive approach 
embracing Science, Communication, and Culture" (p. 7, Essential 
Papers, Appendix III). An aspect of the DSCC modules were 
biannual "conferences", which were meant to create within the 
curriculum, the genre of academic conferences, but with the students 
as the participants and producers of knowledge. They were also 
designed to provide what practitioners described as a "handshake" 
space for the two separate "tracks" of this module: the Science 
track, and the Cultural track (I will describe these tracks in some 
detail, below). 
The second strand was the Science strand, which was itself 
divided into two different strands or themes: a science strand, and a 
strand about contemporary scientific issues. The Science strand 
taught about the natural sciences, and basic skills in scientific 
analysis. However, it was designed to do so in a fashion which was 
itself "interdisciplinary". Its modules were designed to break down 
traditional boundaries between biology, physics and chemistry. This 
strand was constituted by the Computing, Numerical and Graphical 
Methods (CNGM) module, which taught students basic maths and 
computer skills; and the first and second year Matter, Physical and 
Life Processes (MPLP) modules, which provided introductions to 
physics, biology and chemistry. The "Issues" sub-strand, constituted 
by the first-year Science in Contemporary Issues and second-year 
Scientific Analysis of Environmental Issues, taught students to 
engage in the analysis of so-called science-based issues (e.g. skin 
cancer, environmental issues such as global warming, and several 
others). 
The third and last strand in the course was the Science 
Communication strand. This strand included three modules: the 
first-year Communicating Science module, which was designed to 
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provide an introduction to media and cultural studies, as well as a 
media production "skills base" in science communication; the second-
year Reception of Science module, which taught students about 
media and cultural studies approaches to reception research, as 
applied to public understandings of science; and finally, the second-
year Science Journalism module, which was taught as a combined 
course in print journalismlo. 
4. Exceptions. I explained earlier that each year was constituted by six 
modules, each of which had a credit weighting of 20 credits. There 
were two significant exceptions to this rule. First, the DSCC modules 
were double weighted: they thus contributed 40 credits each, and had 
twice the number of contact hours, at two hours of lectures, and two 
hours of seminars per week. In principle, though not in practice (I will 
say why below), this reduced the number of modules taken by 
students in the first and second years from six, to five. Another 
exception to the rule was the third year, which included a double 
weighted DSCC (DSCC3) module and a double-weighted dissertation 
or "independent project" module. The third year was also unique in 
that, aside from taking DSCC3 and writing their dissertations, 
students were allowed to choose one humanities, and one science 
option. This constituted a significant departure from the rest of the 
curriculum, where students were not given any choice in what 
modules they could take. 
Assessment. Each module was assessed separately, and a wide range of 
modalities of assessment were recognised within the degree. For reasons of 
space, I cannot describe all modalities of assessment, in detail. The reader 
interested in doing so may wish to turn to the section on assessment in the 
Essential Papers (Appendix III). At this point, I will merely highlight some 
key aspects of assessment practice in the degree. 
1. Formative I Summative distinction: the University classified 
assessment as being either formative, or summative. As described 
by the degree, formative assessment "denotes the work a student 
normally does before the end of the third term of each year as s/he is 
coming to grips with the course material", while summative 
assessment is work normally required towards the end of each year, 
"when the student is expected to have mastered the course material" 
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(p. 10, Essential Papers, Appendix III). Each module contained a 
mixture of formative and summative assessments; as a rule, the 
balance of these two forms was 50% formative, 50% summative. 
2. All assessment was marked according to the following system: the 
work must achieve a minimum of 40% in order to receive a passing 
mark. Thereafter, the following scale applied: 40-49% was the 
equivalent of a third class mark; 50-59% was the equivalent of a 
lower second class mark; 60-69% was the equivalent of an upper 
second class mark; and 70% or above was the equivalent of a first 
class mark. The Essential Papers (Appendix III) do not describe the 
criteria for what constitutes, in general, a third, second, or first class 
mark. 
3. Each student's grade point average was computed on the basis of 
second- and third-year marks. At the end of the third year, the lowest 
mark for the two years was automatically dropped in order to assist 
especially (but not exclusively) those students who had an 
outstanding average, with the exception of one or two low marks. The 
first year marks, though awarded to students, were not computed as 
part of the grade point average. This was a university policy which 
was meant to ease the transition into the college system of marking. 
4. In order to pass the degree, students had to obtain passing marks in 
all their modules. In addition, they must successfully complete an 
independent project or dissertation. This form of assessment 
received individual tuition from a project supervisor, and could be 
either an essay between 8,000-10,000 words, or an audio-visual 
production which was accompanied by a written explanation of its 
context, aims, and structure. The dissertation was also marked 
according to the marking system outlined above. 
A variety of forms of assessment were used across, and within modules. 
However, it was generally the case that assessment in modules taught by 
Science lecturers took the form of seen or unseen tests; and that 
assessments in modules taught by humanities lecturers took the form of 
essays. I shall analyse the significance of this tendency in the sections that 
follow. 
65 
2. 	 SCC as collection code 
I will begin my analysis of the curriculum with an investigation of the 
extent to which the SCC course replaced the collection code which was a 
feature of the dominant pedagogic device, with an integrated code. This 
particularly where the relation between the science and humanities 
categories are concerned. I am interested in doing so because the course 
literature suggests (indirectly) that this was the case; and because it would 
constitute a significant contradiction of the dominant pedagogic dynamic 
where science education is concerned. 
At first glance, the SCC course did indeed appear to interrupt the 
segregating dynamic generated by the dominant pedagogic device. The SCC 
course taught both science and the humanities, was staffed by lecturers 
from both the faculties of science and arts, and was offered to students with 
a variety of backgrounds. Indeed, the course appeared to take this process 
one step further inasmuch as it appeared to develop an integrated and 
historicising approach to the relation between science, culture, and 
communication. 
This is certainly what was suggested by the discourse of 
practitioners in day to day interactions. It was also suggested by the 
descriptions of the course provided by the the Essential Papers, the 
University prospectus and the course leaflet (cf. Appendixes III, V, and VII 
respectively) . In its own way, each of these texts explicitly suggested that 
the curriculum was an integrated one: what, using the terms introduced in 
this thesis, might be described as a teachers-based integration (cf. chapter 
one). Despite the fact that each of the curricular units had its own identity 
and raison d'etre , each unit appeared to be part of an integrated whole 
which had as its principle of integration, the development of what was 
described repeatedly as an interdisciplinary approach to the relationship 
between science, culture, and communication. 
We would thus expect the SCC institutional context, and curriculum 
itself to he structured on the basis of an integrated code; that is, with weak 
classification of the different subjects or discourses taught, and strong 
communication between the subject practitioners (cf. chapter one). Indeed, 
especially in modules like DSCC, we would expect a new modality of 
interaction, whereby practitioners, from the perspective of their identity 
and discourse, would not be 'tied' to their (original) category of discourse. 
But was this the case? An analysis of the forms of classification 
operating within the institutional context as a whole and in the curriculum 
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itself in the 1994/95 academic year (and indeed in the preceding years) 
suggests that it was not. The innovation in the degree lay not in 
interrupting the logic of dominant pedagogic device, but in internalising the 
boundaries of that device. Before the creation of SCC, the University had 
reproduced the dominant pedagogic device by creating entirely separate 
and distinct institutional and curricular contexts for the teaching of the 
natural sciences and of the humanities in higher education (i.e. separate 
departments, with separate courses). In SCC, these boundaries were 
reproduced within one single institutional context and within a single 
curriculum. The 'site' or level of classification of science and humanities 
changed, but not the classification itself. 
What is the evidence for this claim? I will begin on the level of the 
SCC institutional context. Here, it is very significant that despite the 
institution of a joint management structure, each staff member remained 
administratively and hierarchically accountable to her/his "original" 
department. This meant that, at least from the perspective of managerial 
hierarchies, staff members remained tied to their categories. Although 
there was an SCC management committee which did exert some power 
over its members, each department and each school remained in control of 
its lecturers: it was up to each school to hire and manage its lecturers. To 
be sure, in most cases the lecturers teaching on SCC continued to do at 
least some teaching in other degrees which were produced entirely by one of 
the schools within each Faculty. Many lecturers did more teaching for the 
`mainstream' degrees in their School (Biology, History, and so forth) than 
they did for SCC. 
Whatever teaching lecturers did do in SCC tended to be organised 
along the lines of the following division of academic labour: the science was 
taught by members of the Science Faculty, according to their disciplinary 
specialisms; the social history of science was taught predominantly by 
members of the School of History, within the Humanities faculty; and the 
media studies/media production was taught predominantly by staff 
belonging to the School of Media Studies, again in the Faculty of 
Humanities. So it is clear that, in addition to a relatively strong 
classification of the categories of science and humanities, there was, in 
addition, a relatively strong classification of the internal values of 
classification along the lines of the different strands. 
As we would expect, this form of insulation along department and 
disciplinary affiliation was accompanied by a very weak horizontal 
communication between the members of the different departments, and 
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indeed between schools within each department. Initially, this dynamic was 
contradicted by a bond between some members of the Science Faculty, 
myself, and one other Media Studies lecturer. But this more integrated 
inter-relation eventually broke down due to conflicts over the ownership of 
research projects related to the degree; managerial responsibility for the 
degree; and the supervision of a Ph.D student studying the relation between 
Science, Culture and Communication. Although there were psychological 
dynamics involved in each of these cases, all had their origin in conflicts 
over boundaries. Put differently, it is clear that the conflicts in subjectivity 
were of a discursive origin which could be linked to the collection code. 
On the basis of the module descriptions provided by the course 
handbook, it might be assumed that the DSCC strand was an exception to 
this coding orientation. Indeed, the Essential Papers suggested that DSCC 
was the interdisciplinary "spine" of the degree, and thereby an instance of 
an integrated orientation or code in SCC. In fact, the modules within this 
strand further internalised the collection code, and with it, a strong 
insulation between categories. Each of the three DSCC modules was split 
into cultural and science "tracks". According to the Essential Papers, 
The Science Track (...) follows the historical development of 
science in terms of a sequence of [scientific] milestones, covering 
the disciplines of physics, chemistry and biology. 
The Cultural Track uses the opportunities of the historical 
sequence, to introduce questions about the nature of scientific 
knowledge, and how science is implicated in political and social 
thinking. The general aim will be to encourage exploration of 
forms of scientific knowledge and how it relates to historical, 
political, and social contexts (...). (p. 28, Essential Papers, 
Appendix III). 
The splitting of the module into these two tracks reproduced within this 
strand (the DSCC strand), the form of boundary-making that I have noted 
thus far between strands. This insulation was sustained once again both by 
subject-matter, and by the division of academic labour: the science track, 
which was conceived along the lines of a scientist's history of science, was 
taught by the scientists; the cultural track, which was conceived as a 
space in which to use the "opportunities" created by the first track ( I will 
return to the ambiguity of this formulation later in this chapter), was 
taught by lecturers from the Schools of History, and by one lecturer from 
the school of Media Studies who was himself a cultural historian. 
So the science track of DSCC was taught and assessed exclusively 
68 
by science lecturers, and the cultural track, by humanities lecturers. Given 
the context which I have described, it is unsurprising that at least up to, 
and including the 1994/95 academic year, each of the "tracks" had for all 
practical purposes achieved the status of a separate module. It is worth 
noting that this was not just a result of successive pedagogic realisations, 
but of the pedagogic conception itself: course documentation shows that 
from the start, the tracks were conceived to be taught and assessed 
separately. It would appear, in this sense, that the course designers 
consciously or unconsciously built in a strong insulation between the two 
strands, despite the public emphasis on "interdisciplinarity" and 
"integration". 
Highly schematic module outlines for many, but by no means all 
curricular units were distributed for the first time in 1996 (cf. Appendix IV). 
That is, four years after the course took in its first cohort of students. 
Before that, the only para-curricular marker that was in operation was the 
course handbook, or "Essential Papers" (cf. Appendix III). But this provided 
at best a very general summary of what was happening in each module. 
During the year in which this investigation took place (the 1994/95 
academic year), it is accurate to say that most lecturers had at best a very 
hazy, and at worst a totally inaccurate understanding of what teaching was 
taking place outside of their strands. Some practitioners' justification for 
this was that most science faculty members did not produce syllabi for 
their students. However, with Bernstein it can be argued that this too, was 
a manifestation of the collection code, where the teaching of each category 
tends to be "closed shop". 
Having provided evidence to justify my claim that the course 
continued to be structured by a collection code, I now wish to comment 
briefly on some of the effects of this "unrecognised" collection code. From 
the very first year of the course's operation onwards, there were frequently 
"lapses" in communication, and in the organisation of the degree. In chapter 
four, I will describe one of several crises that occurred with students in the 
course, partly as a result of the lack of integration of different parts of the 
degree. Faced with this crisis, key staff members in both faculties began to 
treat what I have described as a collection code as a "communications 
problem". This was of course, a naive interpretation of the dynamic. The 
insulation was sustained not only by the lack of a common institutional 
affiliation, but by a level of discursive specialisation which made it virtually 
impossible to communicate across discursive boundaries: most scientists 
had no more of an understanding of the Foucaultian conception of discourse 
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which I used in my teaching than I had of quantum mechanics. These 
discursive boundaries also operated within the general categories of science 
and humanities, and even within strands. For example, there were 
considerable differences in discursive orientation between lecturers in the 
School of Media Studies, and many lecturers in the School of History. I shall 
explain in chapter three that there were also considerable differences in 
orientation within the Science Communication strand. 
This meant that there was no explicit consensus as to the precise 
aims, and integrating principle for the course. The reader may recall that 
this is one of the conditions which is required for an integrated curriculum. 
For this and all of the above reasons, I will argue that, despite most SCC 
practitioner's suggestions to the contrary, the SCC curriculum and 
institutional context were structured not by integration, but by dis-
integration. In the terms of this thesis, not by an integration code, but by a 
collection code. This suggests that the degree continued to reproduce the 
same coding orientation which operated in the pedagogic device which I 
have argued the degree attempted to contest. The difference was that, 
whereas hitherto the coding orientation worked to maintain science and the 
humanities in entirely separate degrees, in SCC they worked to insulate 
science from humanities within the degree. This was what I meant when I 
said that the degree internalised the forms of boundary-making associated 
with the science/humanities pedagogic device. 
3. 	 Framing: science as culture? 
The question I now want to address is, how exactly were the different 
discourses framed? My analysis thus far has emphasised the classification 
dimension of the collection code. The degree of insulation between 
categories. I now want to concentrate on the dimension of framing: how 
meanings are put together and made public within a context, and the 
nature of the social relations that go with them. Framing involves the 
dimension of pedagogic discourse, strictly speaking: the principle for 
embedding instructional discourse(s), in regulative discourse.What was the 
recontextualizing principle that brought together the different discourses, 
even as they were insulated? 
The SCC course was structured by a pedagogic discourse which 
recontextualized a number of very different discourses: 
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• Discourses about the history and philosophy of science 
• Discourses about the history of Europe 
• Scientific discourses: e.g. physics, biology, and chemistry, and their 
application in particular fields like ecology, and health 
• Media and cultural studies discourses, which themselves can be 
regarded as social scientific discourses 
• Discourses of media production 
How were these discourses recontextualized within the degree? 
Course descriptions suggested that the different discourses were 
brought together on the basis an "interdisciplinary" approach to the study 
of science as culture. This suggested a double transformation vis-a-vis the 
dominant pedagogic device: first, a weakening in the classification of science 
and `non-science'; but also, a change in the framing of science: the SCC 
course was to treat science not as a sacred category (as in positivism), but 
as a mundane category: science as a cultural discourse. 
I have explained already that the classification was somewhat 
changed, but a strong insulation persisted between the categories. Is the 
same true of the framing of science, vis-a-vis other discourses? 
My analysis suggests that here too, the envisioned shift did not 
occur. There was a certain weakening of the framing by virtue of the fact 
that science was taught along with other 'profane' discourses: history, and 
especially cultural and media studies (I will have more to say about the last 
two in the next chapter). But the recontextualization of scientific discourses 
with the discourses of history, cultural, and media studies operated in a 
manner which continued to treat science in a privileged manner: as an 
objective, that is a-political, and a-cultural discourse which was 
hierarchically superior to other discourses; and as a discourse which was 
constructed in opposition to other cultural discourses, and indeed to culture 
itself. In this sense, it was not science as culture, but science or culture. 
This modality of framing was produced and reproduced by the hierarchical 
division of labour within the degree, and by the (equally hierarchical) 
division of economic and cultural capital within the degree. 
What is the evidence for this assertion? 
I will begin with an analysis of the distribution of mechanisms of 
organisational control. I explained in an earlier section that the Science 
Faculty was, by common agreement, accorded certain privileges: the 
Science Faculty received 60% of the (State) funding; from the start, a 
member of the Science Faculty was the SCC award leader; and, ostensibly 
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to justify the higher State funding, 60% of the course was devoted to the 
teaching of science. In addition, the majority of lecturers on the course were 
provided by the Faculty of Science. Moreover, with the exception of the 
deputy award leadership, virtually all key administrative posts were taken 
by members of the Science faculty: control of dissertations, two of the 
three year tutorships, and admissions were all controlled by the Science 
Faculty. Indeed the dominant position of the Science Faculty was 
confirmed in the first course leaflet (cf. Appendix VII) which mistakenly 
identified the SCC degree as part of the Science Faculty, and not as a 
jointly owned degree. 
In addition to this, it is worth noting that the award leader of the 
course set up an entirely new institutional entity, called the School of 
Interdisciplinary Sciences, to manage the contribution of the Science 
Faculty to the new degree. Although I have explained that the different 
schools retained de facto control of their staff and thereby of the teaching 
processes, from the official university perspective, all of the modules offered 
by SCC came under the aegis of the field of studies constituted by the new 
School of Interdisciplinary Sciences. 
It is significant that no corresponding entity was set up in the 
Faculty of Humanities. In the absence of such a corresponding entity, the 
new School of Interdisciplinary Sciences came to formally and informally 
`own' the degree, even though public statements by its members suggested 
that SCC was a partnership between the faculties of science and the 
humanities. It is interesting, in this sense that, faced with the dilemma of 
managing a category which was designed not to be classified as being either 
science or humanities, it was nevertheless the science faculty that, for legal 
purposes, achieved managerial control over the course. But in order to do 
so, it was necessary to develop a regionalised School which was not 
controlled by any of the existing entities within the Science faculty. 
I now want to show how the framing of the different discourses in the 
course itself contributed to the dominant role of the Science Faculty. I will 
begin with an analysis of the actual rationale given for the course in the 
Essential papers, particularly in the section on aims and objectives 
(Appendix III). An analysis of these suggests that these aims and 
objectives were themselves structured on the basis of the collection code. 
The Essential Papers listed the different aims and objectives of the course 
without specifying a principle of inter-relationship between the various 
aims and objectives. The closest that the various documents came to 
specifying a principle of integration was the suggestion of a new 
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"interdisciplinary" approach. But although interdisciplinarity was described 
in general, the actual form of the interdisciplinarity was not actually 
described. It is one thing to say that there is an interdisciplinary approach 
and to define interdisciplinarity, and another, to actually specify the 
concrete form of the interdisciplinarity. 
Moreover, it is significant that the aims and objectives of the course 
almost always referred to science and culture, scientific analysis and 
cultural analysis (cf. Essential Papers, Appendix III). The preposition as 
was almost never employed: it was always science and culture, scientific 
analysis and cultural analysis, and so forth. Here, the conjunction and (as 
in science and culture) actually signified disjunction : science or culture. It 
follows that, at least those who wrote the original course documentation 
(the founding members of the degree, again with a division of labour along 
the lines of Faculties: each Faculty wrote its 'own' modules) themselves 
conceived the degree along the lines of this disjunction. So the disjunction did 
not simply materialise in the realisation of the plan: it was already present 
in the "mentality", that is the symbolic ruler of consciousness that 
governed the drafting of the course plans, themselves. 
The same can be said about the curriculum itself, which was driven 
by a similar orientation. I explained earlier that members of both faculties 
agreed that the economic argument justified a greater number of curricular 
units being devoted to teaching and learning the natural sciences. As I have 
already noted, the overall proportion was approximately 3:2, or 60% science 
teaching. (In this context, it is a matter of some interest that some 
students suggested that SCC was not a bachelor of arts, but in fact a 
bachelor of science "in disguise".) Viewed from this perspective-- one that 
only became fully apparent when a curricular restructuring began to be 
negotiated-- it is clear that in quantitative terms, there was a clear 
hierarchy between the sciences and the humanities, with science as the 
dominant category. 
But what about the qualitative relation? As realised in the 
curriculum, the qualitative or logical relation between science and 
humanities subjects also established a clear hierarchy between the two 
domains. I explained earlier that the modules constituting the DSCC strand 
were divided into the science and the cultural "tracks". This classification 
was framed as follows: the cultural track was subordinated to the history 
taught in the science track, which was developed as a scientist's history of 
scientific concepts and theories. Indeed the cultural track was conceived as 
a space in which to use the "opportunities" created by the science track. 
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But such "opportunities" were themselves not conceived as ways to truly 
historicise the science. Instead, they were to show how science was 
"implicated" in social events and to show how science was "related" to 
historical, political, and social contexts (Essential Papers, p. 28, Appendix 
III). This discursive construction suggested first, that science was at one 
remove from those contexts, rather than being constituted by those 
contexts; and second, that science was the superior entity to the extent 
that it was its own insulated historical logic which determined the logic of 
the twin track relationship. We see then that in this context, the framing of 
the two discourses operated not just to maintain the disjunction, but to 
establish a clear hierarchy. 
The actual realisation of this module corroborated this hierarchy, 
with science lecturers determining the sequencing and pacing of the twin 
track relationship. Even so, it is important to note that some of the staff 
members operating within the Humanities faculty themselves reproduced 
what can be described as a positivist, and empiricist epistemology by 
treating the history of Europe as a sequence of factual events, or in the 
discourse of one of the history lecturers, as a series of "signposts" of 
European history. So it was not only that the History of Europe was 
subordinated to a sequence of scientific discoveries; in addition, there was 
no systematically developed cultural history of Europe, which showed how 
events-- including the scientific-- were part of discursive procedures, logics, 
and politics. This reduced the teaching of European History either to an 
agglomeration of empirically conceived 'events' (from the perspective of the 
more empiricist lecturers) or in the best of cases, to highly tactical 
instances of social critique (in the case of the more progressive lecturers): 
that is, instances of critique which were contained by the sequence and 
discursive logic of recontextualization provided by the Science track of 
DSCC11. 
Here it is worth noting that the above logic was not actually the 
intended one by course planners. The discourse of cultural studies was 
originally meant to structure the humanities track of the DSCC strand, 
and not just the Science Communication strand. The Essential Papers (cf. 
Appendix III) suggested-- and this was echoed by senior Science and 
Humanities staff members during the three years that I taught in SCC-- 
that cultural studies constituted the basis for interdisciplinarity in the 
cultural strand of DSCC. This principle was inscribed in the Essential 
Papers, which suggested under the heading of "Progression" that 
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On the humanities side, the students are introduced to a cultural 
studies approach in Year One by way of the "Communicating 
Science" module and this underpins the Humanities elements in 
the "Development of Science in a Cultural Context" [DSCC] year 
One module (p. 9, Essential Papers, Appendix Ill). 
As part of this, original course documentation suggested that a significant 
aspect of the degree was the development of a discourse that was critical of 
gender relations in science institutions. This last discourse, like the more 
general discourse of cultural studies, was in fact almost entirely absent 
from DSCC, and from the rest of the SCC course. Indeed, the same 
positivist logic of framing operated in the Science strand in general, and in 
the Issues sub-strand. It might be thought that the Issues modules were 
themselves of an "interdisciplinary" nature. In fact, the very title of the 
first of these modules is eloquent: it is the science in the contemporary 
issues, and not the social issues or discourses embedded in the 
contemporary science. Unsurprisingly, most of the description of these 
modules in course documentation suggested that the primary concern was 
with matters relating to scientific methods: 
"A main thrust [sic] of the module will be to develop the students' 
evaluation and assessment skills with respect to the nature, 
reliability and the role of scientific evidence and their ability to 
communicate their findings (p. 34, Essential Papers, Appendix 
III). 
This emphasis was at first glance, ameliorated by statements like the one 
that follows: 
However, no science based issue exists in isolation. Hence the 
appraisal of the wider implications will form an integral part of 
the module" (Ibid.). 
However, it is significant that the authors of this description assumed that 
a contemporary issue could be "science-based": to do so was to construct 
the issue entirely in terms of a scientific discourse. Moreover, the entire 
cultural embeddedness of any 'issue'-- the metaphor is my own, and not the 
para-curricular marker's-- existed only by negative implication: the reader 
was left to guess what other 'implications' might exist to the extent that the 
description merely suggested that no science-based issue could exist "in 
isolation". 
I have thus far described framing within the DSCC, and Science 
strands. What about the Science Communication strand? It is a matter of 
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considerable interest that a space did exist within the the course for a 
certain contradiction and even contestation of the framing logic which I 
have thus far described. This space was the one accorded to media and 
cultural studies within the degree (cf. chapter three). Media and cultural 
studies discourses treat science, and science communication as cultural 
representation. In the case of my own teaching in the Science 
Communication strand, I treated both science and science communication 
as forms of discourse, in the Foucaultian sense of the term. There could not, 
in this sense, be a more direct contradiction of the regulative orientation 
which I described earlier. 
But I wish to argue that this oppositional relation to the rest of the 
strands in the course actually confirmed the regulative order of the SCC 
pedagogic discourse. The pedagogic discourse of SCC positioned and 
oppositioned the different subjects (both 'topics' and discursive subjects) 
according to the dualisms that are typical of positivism: science as a value-
free enterprise, which produces factual statements about the world, vs. 
`non-science' as an evaluative enterprise, which produces subjective, and 
thus less valid, statements about the world. This very logic of the framing 
(oppositional), along with the strong insulation between categories, 
probably acted to contain the subversive potential of media and cultural 
studies. I am arguing that the 'opposition' offered by my teaching of media 
and cultural studies may have actually confirmed the very dualism which 
the course was supposedly contesting. This by providing, along with the 
rest of the humanities teaching, the 'subjective element' which confirmed 
the 'greater objectivity' of science. 
To be sure, I will argue in chapter three that the general structuring, 
and indeed my own teaching of media and cultural studies was itself driven 
by empiricist oppositions between 'theory' and 'practice'. This structuring of 
the science communication strand, as much as the overarching pedagogic 
discourse, acted to severely limit the subversive potential of the critical 
discourses of media and cultural studies. 
4. 	 Framing: on the visibility of pedagogic practice 
Having described the relation of framing between the science and 
humanities categories, I will now describe in more detail another aspect of 
framing: the visibility of pedagogic practice. 
The SCC project, as described by the course rationale, and most of 
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its aims and objectives, suggested a relatively invisible pedagogy. I say 
relatively invisible because the fact that the course was structured around 
the graded marking of students' performance meant that in a fundamental 
sense, the pedagogy was a visible one. However, at least some of the aims 
and objectives suggested that the emphasis was on developing a 'reflexive' 
and 'critical' disposition towards the relation between 'science, culture, and 
communication'. Not on acquiring the capacity to perform according to 
some explicit "external" yardstick, but instead, to acquire what was in 
effect, an entirely new "internal" disposition towards the relation of science, 
communication, and culture. 
This was, at least, what the para-curricular texts suggested in 
principle. The question I wish to analyse in this section is, was this 
orientation actually sustained throughout the various aspects of the 
degree? 
Once again, a closer analysis suggests that there was actually 
considerable variation across the degree where the visibility of pedagogic 
practice was concerned. Put succinctly, the science teaching tended to be 
based on more visible hierarchical, sequencing, and criterial rules; and the 
media and cultural studies, on less visible hierarchical, sequencing, and 
criterial rules, with the history teaching somewhere in between these two 
categories. 
Indeed a closer examination of the descriptions of the science and 
DSCC strands and modules suggests a modality of pedagogic practice 
based on very explicit hierarchical, sequencing, and criterial rules. In the 
case of the Issues, MPLP, and CNGM modules, the pedagogic practice was 
oriented towards teaching and then testing for knowledge of discrete 
scientific principles, or discrete scientific competences. It is significant in 
this sense that virtually the only modules that had final examinations (in 
contrast to long essays, final projects, or audio-visual productions) were the 
Science strand modules. As developed by the Science strand lecturers, 
these required students to solve equations, or to define scientific concepts. 
As such, these final examinations were based on very explicit criteria of 
what counted as a legitimate text. 
Moreover, as realised in the 1994/95 academic year, most science 
lecturers taught these modules with a strong framing of educator/educand 
roles. This can be attributed in part to the strong framing in natural science 
of what counts as scientific knowledge, and what counts as commonsense 
knowledge. But it was also the result of the fact that most science lecturers 
tended to "fill" the pedagogic space themselves. They treated seminars as 
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extensions of their lectures, with the lecturer doing most of the talking and 
thereby occupying the pedagogic space with their own presence and 
knowledge. (The student survey which I analyse in chapter four reveals 
student complaints about the fact that these seminars were run by science 
lecturers as de facto extensions of lectures, with the lecturer doing most of 
the talking.) 
The Science track in the DSCC modules was also framed in ways 
that suggested a very visible pedagogy. The curricular sequencing of this 
track over the three years was based on the division of the strand, and of 
each module into historical periods. Each of the three curricular years was 
used to develop a chronological progression of scientific discoveries which 
began in Ancient Greece, moved to the 16th and 17th century, and ended in 
the 20th century. 
The form of relation in the Cultural track was somewhat less explicit 
thanks to its tactical nature (seizing on the 'opportunities' opened up the by 
Science track), but can still be described in terms of a relatively visible 
pedagogy. With two notable exceptions constituted by the teaching by 
cultural historians, the tendency amongst historians was to teach not a 
cultural history of Europe, or to make problematic historiography per se, 
but rather to teach chronological stories about clearly demarcated social 
events "accompanying" this or that scientific discovery. In this sense, the 
approach was mostly an empiricist one, and one that was geared towards 
teaching what one lecturer described in a meeting as the "basic signposts" 
of European history. As this metaphor suggests, sequencing rules were 
thus relatively explicit, even if not as explicit as those of the Science track, 
or of the Science strand. 
The same is true of the criterial rules. The use of the extended essay 
as the genre of evaluation in the Cultural track (in contrast to the Science 
track's use of a final examination) signals a lowering in the value of internal 
framing on the level of criterial rules. Although very explicit criteria can be 
drawn up for the writing of essays, it is impossible to frame 'right' and 
`wrong' answers as strongly in an essay, as in a multiple choice test, or 
indeed in a test that asks students to solve a mathematical equation. Even 
so, it is possible to argue that when compared to assessment in media and 
cultural studies, assessment criteria in the Cultural track of DSCC were 
considerably more visible especially in the cases where history was taught 
on the basis of an empiricist approach. An empiricist historian can talk 
about the 'facts' of history, and can require students to represent those 
facts. This is something which can hardly happen in semiotic analyses 
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(media and cultural studies), where a more hermeneutic orientation makes 
the boundaries of what counts as a sign or a text an inescapably 
interpretive matter. 
There was nevertheless a reduction in the visibility of framing vis-a-
vis the pedagogic practice in the science aspects, and indeed a similar 
reduction in the visibility of framing was evident where the hierarchical 
rules were concerned. In conversations and in evaluations, students 
reported that overall, humanities seminars tended to be less dominated by 
lecturers, and provided a greater space for discussion of the things which 
students thought were important (cf. chapter four). 
However, I would argue that the pedagogy remained relatively visible 
in both the Science strand, and the DSCC strand, especially when 
compared to the considerably less visible modality of pedagogic practice in 
the Science Communication strand in general, and the Communicating 
Science module in particular. I will describe in detail why the 
Communicating Science module was structured along the lines of a less 
visible pedagogy in chapter three. For now, it suffices to note that in the 
Communicating Science and Reception of Science modules, the emphasis 
was on transforming students' understanding of the process of science 
communication on the basis of a critical-hermeneutic discourse. This 
meant that the entire teaching approach was geared towards transforming 
`internal' dispositions, rather than teaching students how to 'perform' 
according to highly explicit rules of realisation12. 
There was, then, considerable variation in the visibility of pedagogic 
relations within the SCC degree. This variation was linked to the discursive 
orientation that dominated any one 'sector' of the curriculum. The teaching 
based on more positivist regulative discourses tended to be structured by 
modalities of pedagogic practice which were based on more visible 
hierarchical, sequencing, and criterial rules; and the teaching based on 
discourses with a more critical, and hermeneutic regulative orientation 
tended to be based on relatively invisible hierarchical, sequencing, and 
criterial rules. In this sense, the visibility of pedagogic practice was itself a 
sign of the process of internalisation of the "Two Cultures" pedagogic device 
which I described earlier in this chapter. This to the extent that there were 
in effect, two different "cultures"-- in fact pedagogic regimes-- where the 
visibility of pedagogic practice was concerned in the degree. 
The boundaries of these two different regimes were punctuated by 
the temporal and spatial semiotics of pedagogic practice of the degree as a 
whole. In 1994/95, and in all of the preceding years, the Science and 
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Humanities faculties were located in different campuses. The Faculty of 
Science was located in a campus with a modern, and utilitarian 
architecture, one which was frequently described by students and staff 
alike as being "alienating", "cold" and "factory-like". The Faculty of 
Humanities occupied a building which was once a Church of England 
theological college. Its 19th century stone buildings, its sunken lawn and 
leafy grounds were preferred by students, and were in almost 
caricaturesque contrast with the campus used by the Faculty of Science. 
Each of the SCC modules was taught by the faculty that informally 
'owned' it, and in its own campus. This meant that students had to travel to 
one campus to learn about science, and to another campus to learn about 
the humanities. The distance between the two campuses (a mile and a half 
of winding, heavily used and hilly roads), and the lack of regular public 
transport between the two, meant that the weekly schedule had to be 
structured to accommodate this problem. 
This was done in a manner which reproduced the science/humanities 
dichotomy on the temporal dimension: each week was divided in half, and 
each half was devoted to the modules of each faculty. Students spent the 
first two days of the week learning about the science 'half of the curriculum 
in one campus, and the last two days of the week, learning about the 
humanities 'half, in the other campus. To the geographical, we must thus 
add a temporal boundary: as developed in pedagogic practice, there were 
the times of learning about science in the Science faculty, and then the 
times of learning about the humanities in the Humanities faculty. 
5. 	 SCC: autonomous, or market-oriented? 
In this section I will analyse the relationship between the primary and the 
secondary contexts from the perspective of Bernstein's distinction between 
autonomous, and market-oriented modalities of pedagogic practice. The 
question here is, which of these modalities structured the SCC curriculum? 
There was considerable ambiguity about this issue in the course. 
From one perspective, the course was an instance of a typically liberal 
celebration of the value of knowledge for its own sake. I have explained that 
the Essential Papers suggested that the SCC course should enlighten 
students on the basis of an 'interdisciplinary' approach to the relation 
between science, communication, and culture. The development of such an 
approach for its own sake, can be regarded as clear evidence of an 
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`autonomous' orientation (cf. chapter one). 
However, I have explained that the course also taught particular 
science 'skills' and communication 'skills', and in this sense also had visible, 
and even vocational aims. For example, the aims of the course suggested 
that it should 
(iv) (....) enable students to articulate the nature of scientific ideas 
both to the academic community and the wider public 
(v) (...) foster both a practical and a critical understanding of how 
science is represented and disseminated in contemporary society 
(emphasis added in this thesis)(p. 6, Essential Papers, Appendix 
III). 
Moreover, the objectives suggested that the course should enable students 
to 
(v) (...) make scientific ideas and their social implications usefully 
and accurately available to non-specialist audiences 
(vi) (...) develop skills at representation (p. 6, Essential Papers, 
Appendix III). 
This was the aspect that was emphasised in course publicity. For example, 
the SCC course leaflet (Appendix VII) began its description of the course by 
providing a catalogue of job opportunities in the science communication 
field which graduates of SCC could aspire to. Even so, this apparently 
market-led orientation was contradicted by the actual structure of the 
course. Just three out of 18 possible curricular units were filled by modules 
which taught about science communication, or actual communication skills 
(Communicating Science in Year One, and Science Journalism and the 
Reception of Science in Year Two). 
I will argue in chapter three that this ambiguity is to some extent a 
general characteristic of all combined courses, inasmuch as they combine 
features traditionally associated with both autonomous and market-
oriented forms of education. However, in the SCC course, it is a matter of 
considerable interest that there was also ambiguity and contradiction 
where the orientatior to the science market was concerned. The founding 
members of the course did not foresee the possibility that students would 
enter science fields of production after completing the SCC course. 
Although students were taught to engage in basic laboratory activities, the 
course was not meant to recontextualize science discourses in a manner 
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that enabled students to acquire advanced or specialised scientific skills. 
Instead, the logic of recontextualization was ostensibly that of providing 
students with an "understanding" of science, such that they could 
communicate more accurately about it. In fact, science lecturers explained 
to me that their teaching of science in SCC was identical to the teaching in 
non-regionalized degrees, with one exception: the pacing. Students covered 
less ground in the SCC course, than did students in traditional science 
courses. 
There was, then, considerable ambiguity where the question of the 
relation to work was concerned in the degree. From one perspective, the 
course was emphatically an 'autonomous' one; however, upon closer 
analysis, it is possible to detect several signs of a market orientation. Even 
so, the teaching was not actually structured in a manner which enabled 
students to acquire actual rules of realisation for either domain. Students 
did not emerge from the SCC course with the capacity to communicate 
`professionally' about science. The same is true where the rules of 
realisation for scientific procedures and research are concerned. 
6. 	 Conclusions 
In this concluding section, I summarise the main points made by this 
chapter. The main findings in this chapter are the following: 
• Contrary to what might be expected from the para-curricular 
markers, and indeed from the views expressed by most SCC 
practitioners, the SCC course was not structured along the lines of 
an integrated code. Instead, the curriculum and the institutional 
context were structured by a collection code, with strong insulation 
between the science and humanities discourses, and between the 
discourses which were 'internal' to each of these categories. As is 
typical of the collection code, this modality of classification was 
accompanied by a very weak communication between the agents of 
the different discourses. 
• Again contrary to what was suggested by the para-curricular 
markers, and indeed by the views expressed by most SCC 
practitioners, the logic of framing was not one which treated science 
as culture, and which established a social equivalence between 
science and humanities discourses. Instead, the modality of framing 
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attributed a hierarchically superior status to science categories 
(institutional and curricular); and operated to preserve science as a 
`sacred', that is non-cultural category. This meant that the principle 
of recontextualized actually operated to sustain a positivist 
regulative discourse: a discourse which was structured by the 
dualisms which are characteristic of positivism: subject/object, 
fact/opinion, science/culture, scientist/non-scientist. 
• I nevertheless noted that the pedagogic discourse did recontextualize 
a discourse which contradicted this orientation: the discourse of 
media and cultural studies. However, the 'minority' status of this 
discourse within the overall degree; the insulations created by the 
collection code; and the oppositional logic of framing operated to 
contain the subversive potential of this discourse. In the next 
chapter, I will also reveal that the recontextualization of this 
discourse within its own context also acted to undermine it. 
• The degree of visibility of the pedagogic practice varied in direct 
relation to any given sectors' regulative discourse. The more 
positivist the regulative discourse, the more positivist the 
instructional discourse, that is, the framing from the perspective of 
hierarchical, sequencing, and criterial rules. 
• Finally, the course exhibited considerable ambiguity towards the 
marketplace: overall, the course seemed to be structured on the 
basis of an autonomous modality; however, the teaching of certain 
skills meant that the course could be read as being market-oriented 
by both students and staff members. The reduced amount, and 
manner of the teaching of these 'skills' nonetheless meant that 
students acquired rules of recognition, but not of realisation of 
science, and media production discourses. 
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Notes 
1  This hypothesis undoubtedly simplifies what must have been a complex 
historical process, one which would have to be researched in great detail. 
Here empirical questions of some interest are who, how, and when, for what 
explicit and implicit reasons, led the British educational system along the 
path of extraordinarily strong classification and framing of scientific 
discourses. Such an investigation is beyond the scope of this thesis. In 
proposing the above hypothesis, my concern is primarily to re-politicise a 
process which Snow and many others after him have inadvertently 
depoliticised. I also wish to signal clearly that, regardless of the ultimate 
benefactors, the classification and framing of scientific and so-called "arts" 
discourses was part of a single process, which reflected, however complexly, 
the discourses and interests of a social group or groups. A group or groups 
for whom scientific discourses must have constituted for a time a profanity, 
a threat to be suppressed, rather than a potential source of economic and 
symbolic capital, to be released and distributed to all for the benefit of the 
few. Although the situation has changed to some extent at the end of the 
twentieth century, it remains true that the domain of scientific discourses 
remains one that is strongly classified and framed. The logic of scientific 
discovery and application in everyday life is based on the principle that 
science should lead to a greater availability of science-based products, that 
are relatively easy to use by all (although of course, this varies enormously 
from context to context). This process should not be confused with one that 
makes the scientific discourse itself more and more accessible to all sectors. 
In many ways, this aspect of scientific remains as strongly insulated as 
ever. 
2 Snow's own position can be regarded as a mechanism of distinction, vis-a-
vis the mechanisms of distinction employed by both scientists and literary 
intellectuals to distinguish themselves from each other. Snow is 
distinguishing himself by asking others to stop trying to distinguish 
themselves. 
3 See for example the work of Durant (1989) and Evans & Durant (1989). 
In addition to this type of research, the movement, which received 
considerable financial backing from the Wellcome Trust, the public 
relations branch of the pharmaceutical giant, has organised many 
seminars and conferences on issues involving the relationship between 
science, culture, and communication. As part of this process, there has 
been an increase in the number of courses which offer training in science 
communication. With the backing of the Wellcome Trust, practitioners in 
these courses have recently organised into a loose association of teachers 
of science communication. 
4 For examples of work done in cultural studies with respect to scientific 
discourse, see the Radical Science Journal; Haraway (1990); Locke (1992); 
and Merchant (1980). For an example of critiques of instrumental 
conceptions of science communication, and indeed of popular science 
communication itself, see for example Gardner & Young (1981); Myers 
(1990); and Silverstone (1985, 1986). 
5 For critiques of this kind of discourse, see Williams (1983), and Ang 
(1990). 
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6 As I explained in the introduction, the University was a 'new' university 
(an ex-polytechnic). Although I do not have the space to engage in a detailed 
analysis of this process, the University's efforts to develop partnerships 
with local industry; the balance of power amongst its faculties; and its 
managerial discourse all clearly indicated a technical orientation, in the 
sense of a grounding in forms of knowledge which were based on what 
Habermas (1972) has described as the technical knowledge-constitutive 
interest (cf. Appendix I) 
7 I speak of the 'first' SCC curriculum because this curriculum was changed 
in 1997. 
8 By the 1994/95 year, the University had begun a process of 
modularisation. However, this process was just beginning, and in the case 
of the SCC course, there was no exchange of modules with other degrees 
(only two modules, Communicating Science and Science Journalism, were 
offered to the Environmental Science degree). As I explained in an earlier 
footnote, I will nevertheless use the university term "module" so as to make 
it easier to distinguish between the level of curriculum (`course') and the 
level of a curricular unit (`module'). 
9 Some lecturers teaching on the course preferred to speak of four strands; 
as I will explain shortly, what I call the Science strand is constituted by two 
sub-strands: the Science strand proper, and the Science Issues strand. 
Such a classification seems more coherent to the extent that it recognises 
the predominance of a scientific discourse in both sub-strands. 
10 I will explain below that in fact, this module was run as a full production 
course in science journalism for broadsheet newspapers. 
11  A significant exception to this began to occur in the 1995-96 year, when 
the first year DSCC cultural track began to be taught entirely by one 
lecturer, a cultural historian, from the School of Media Studies. This 
lecturer transformed the logic of the track relationship. Instead of teaching 
an 'opportunistic' history, pegged to the science track, he taught a history 
of science as representation. Significantly, this happened without 
consultation with the Science staff, who expressed surprise at the changes 
when they became aware of them. What is of interest is not so much the 
surprise itself, but the capacity of the boundaries to conceal even drastic 
transformations like these. 
12 I will also explain in chapter three that the Science Journalism module 
within the Science Communication strand eventually constituted an 
exception to this rule. 
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Chapter 3 
The Construction of Pedagogic Discourse in 
the Communicating Science Module 
Introduction 
In this chapter, I will turn to the analysis of pedagogic discourse in one of 
the SCC degree's curricular units: the first-year Communicating Science 
module, which I taught from the 1993/1994 academic year, until 1997. This 
level of analysis constitutes the core of this thesis. As I explained in the 
introduction of the thesis, I am particularly interested in the question of the 
relation between the teaching of media studies, and the teaching of media 
production. The Communicating Science module was the only module in the 
SCC degree which taught both media studies, and media production. For 
this reason, but also because the scope of the object of analysis is 
considerably more focused, my analysis of the construction of pedagogic 
discourse in the Communicating Science module will have a greater degree 
of delicacy than the analysis developed in the previous chapter. 
I will structure this chapter as follows: section one will provide a 
introductory description of the module, and of changes which I introduced to 
it in the 1994/95 year. Section two will historicise the module's pedagogic 
discourse by linking it to the combined modality of courses in media studies. 
Section three will analyse the classification of media studies and media 
production. Section four will analyse the logic of recontextualization of 
media studies, media production, and the inter-relation between these two 
categories. Section five will analyse framing from the perspective of the 
visibility of pedagogic practice in each of the (internal) curricular genres 
that constituted the module. Finally, section six will analyse the question of 
the orientation of the module to work: was the module 'autonomous', or 
market-oriented? 
Most of my analysis will be concerned with the restructuring of the 
Communicating Science module in the 1994/95 academic year. The 
justification for this is that this was the year during which I introduced a 
series of changes which were designed to put an end to the 'schism' between 
media theory, and practice. The analysis developed in this chapter will 
reveal the extent to which this restructuring was successful, or was itself 
based on the dominant symbolic ruler of consciousness. 
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1. The Communicating Science module 
In this first section, I will provide an introductory description of the features 
of the module, as it was structured up to, and including the 1994/95 
academic year. The reader may at this point wish to turn to the outline of 
the course provided in Appendix X (Original description of the 
Communicating Science module) and to the more detailed description 
provided in Appendix XI (Communicating Science syllabus for the 1994/95 
academic year). 
1.1 The Science Communication strand 
I will begin by describing the immediate curricular context of the 
Communicating Science module. This context was provided by the Science 
Communication strand of the SCC curriculum (cf. chapter two). This 
strand was constituted by three modules: the first-year Communicating 
Science module; and the second-year Science Journalism, and Reception of 
Science modules. The first-year module was designed to provide an 
introduction to both media studies and so-called basic skills in video 
production. The second-year Science Journalism module was designed, and 
realised along the lines of a full production module, devoted to written forms 
of science journalism. The Reception of Science module was designed to 
continue the work begun in Communicating Science. But this along the 
lines of a specific division of contents: the first-year Communicating 
Science module was designed to cover primarily (but not exclusively) the 
aspects of the production and construction of science communication, 
whereas the second-year Reception of Science module was designed to 
concentrate on the popular reception of mass media messages about 
science and/or nature. 
It is a matter of some interest that modules to do with Science 
Communication occupied only three out of 18 possible curricular units. The 
title of the course, and indeed the manner in which the course was 
presented in the University brochures and publicity materials (cf. 
Appendixes V, VI, and VII) explicitly or implicitly suggested that this 
aspect constituted a far more important aspect of the course. Indeed, and 
as I will explain in chapter four, most students regarded the Science 
Communication strand as the core and as the raison d'etre of the SCC 
course. 
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It is also a matter of some interest that, from the perspective of 
media production, there was in fact no progression in this strand. Students 
took workshops in video production in Communicating Science, with no 
follow-up in the following years. The same happened with the second-year 
Science Journalism module. There was no first-year Science Journalism 
module, and no module about journalism followed the second-year Science 
Journalism module. Although the media studies element of Communicating 
Science module was meant to provide a critical foundation for the Science 
Journalism module, the Science Journalism module was taught by 
lecturers who were not familiar with media studies. Indeed, during the 
1994/95 academic year, the Science Journalism module was run by its 
module leader (a cultural historian in the School of Media Studies with some 
experience of science journalism) not as a theory-practice' course, but as a 
`straight' production course in broadsheet journalism. In this sense, there 
was no effort to actually 'integrate media (studies) theory and practice'. 
Instead, the pedagogic discourse was closer to that of a traditional 
journalism course. In particular, this lecturer sought to reproduce the 
regulative and instructional orientation of broadsheet science journalism 
(e.g. The Guardian ). For reasons of space and scope, I will not be able to 
analyse the teaching and learning in this module in any detail. It suffices to 
note that this different structure and orientation confirms a point that I 
made in chapter two: there was strong insulation not just between strands 
in SCC, but also, within strands: for all practical purposes, there was no 
integration between the contents in the Communicating Science/Reception 
of Science modules, and those in the Science Journalism module. 
1.2 The original structure of the Communicating Science module 
According to the description of the module provided by the original course 
documentation (cf. Appendix X), the Communicating Science module was 
designed to fulfil the following aims: 
1. To introduce students to the approaches, concepts and research 
relevant to considering how scientific knowledge and developments 
are communicated to non-scientists; 
2. To examine a range of kinds of materials which embody such 
communication, and to develop in the students skills of analysis of 
such materials; 
3. To consider the ways in which popular conceptions of 'nature' and 
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`science' are interwoven with conceptions of power, hierarchy, and 
gender; 
4. To lay a foundation of skills so that the students are able themselves 
both to design and practice such communications and to critically 
evaluate their own attempts. (Original module description, Appendix 
X) 
The 'relevant' approach was a combination of media studies and cultural 
studies. As implied by the indicative bibliography, relevant studies from the 
first field included Gardner & Young (1981), Corner (1990), and Silverstone 
(1985). Relevant studies from the second included Williams (1980) and 
Merchant (1980). However, and as I explained in the previous section, the 
emphasis in the Communicating Science module was very much on the 
construction of popular science: that is, the analysis of the internal features 
of popular science texts and discourses, and thereby, on the teaching of a 
media studies approach. 
At the same time that the module provided an introduction to media 
studies (as applied to the analysis of science communication), it also 
provided a "foundation of skills" in video production (the meaning of 
"foundation" must be questioned to the extent that there was no follow-up 
in later years). 
In order to accommodate this last aspect, the module was divided 
into three internal curricular genres: 
• an hour-long lecture, which was run as a plenary session 
• an hour-long seminar, for which students were divided into groups of 
between 12 and 16 
• a video production workshop, which lasted two hours, and which 
was structured around groups of between four and seven students. 
Whereas the lectures and seminars were devoted to providing the 
introduction to media studies, the workshops were devoted entirely to 
teaching students video production skills. As conceived by the founding 
lecturers, these two internal strands of the module were to come together 
towards the end of the second term, when seminars were to be devoted to 
planning the students' final video production. Course designers assumed 
that the final production would be structured in ways that reflected the 
critical analytical disposition taught by means of media studies. 
In the original structure, the module assessed students by means of 
two formative, and one summative assessment (cf. chapter two): the 
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formative assessments included one textual analysis, worth 20% of the 
final mark; and one standard essay on some science communication topic, 
worth 30% of the final mark. The final assessment was a final group video 
production project worth 50% of the final mark. This model was imported 
from the School of Media Studies, which ran a very similar assessment 
regime in some of the modules of its BA (Hons) in Media Studies. 
As I explained in chapter two, each School informally 'owned' the 
modules for which it provided staffing. The Communicating Science module 
was no exception to this rule. Even though it was formally 'owned' and 
administered by the Faculty of Science, it was staffed by the School of 
Media Studies. In keeping with practice in this School, the module was 
staffed along the lines of the following form of classification: a lecturer was 
the overall "module leader" or overall tutor, but taught only in lectures and 
seminars. Workshops were taught by instructors1  working for the Audio-
Visual Services of the Humanities Faculty2. Although instructors were 
officially expected to teach the workshop according to the indications 
provided by the module leader, until 1994/95, instructors in the 
Communicating Science module ran the workshops virtually 
autonomously. This was a result of a mixture of School tradition, and the 
failure to find, prior to my arrival, a lecturer who could teach both media 
studies and media production. Even so, and as I explained above, the 
lecturer was expected to guide students in the production of the final video 
production project, and indeed, it was also the lecturer's task to designate 
criteria for, and mark this final project. 
1.3 Changes for the 1994/95 academic year 
I arrived to the SCC course one year after the first cohort of students was 
taken in to the new course. For this reason, I did not participate in the 
design and initial implementation of the curriculum as a whole, and of the 
Communicating Science module. After one year of teaching according to the 
above scheme (1993-1994), it became apparent to me that the module was 
unworkable for a number of reasons. First, I was faced with what I then 
conceived as a theory-practice divide. It was apparent that there was a 
schism between the two aspects. But in addition, the split nature of the 
module had the effect of debilitating both the introduction to media studies, 
and the introduction to media production. Each aspect required sacrifices 
vis-a-vis the other. The course could not be run as a full introduction to 
media studies, but equally important, it could not be run as a full 
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introduction to media production. 
Second, the expectation that I should provide students with guidance 
and supervision in the production of their final video production projects 
was unrealistic. This to the extent that I did not participate in any of the 
video production training until the time of the final production, which began 
towards the end of the second term. Even then, I only participated in the 
design of the final production, not in its realisation. 
For this reason I modified the module structure as much as the 
existing curriculum, and various administrative constraints allowed me to 
in the 1994-1995 academic year. The main changes were as follows: first, I 
modified the assessment regime. I transformed the essay assessment into 
an assignment which required students to write a treatment for their final 
video production. The function of this assessment was to provide both the 
students and myself with an assignment that would structure the initial 
stages of the final video production. Although this treatment was to be 
written and marked individually, I required each production group to choose 
the treatment they liked best as the basis for their final production. 
Second, I modified the function of the seminars. The seminars were 
originally designed as a space in which to discuss concepts/theories 
introduced in lectures. In 1994/95, I decided to use them to plan and then 
evaluate short electronic news gathering (ENG) type exercises throughout 
the year, and not just for the final production. The 1994/95 syllabus 
(Appendix XI) contains a detailed description of the structure of these 
exercises, and the structure of the seminar sessions devoted to their 
planning and analysis. 
The new assessment, and the changes in the seminars were meant 
to increase my participation in the workshops; or, in the terminology of this 
thesis, to alter the classification of the boundaries between 'theory' and 
`practice'. Whereas previously there had been a clear divide between 
`theory' (lectures, seminars) and 'practice' (workshops), I hoped that the 
changes would serve to integrate the two. In addition, the changes 
constituted an effort to move away from the formalist exercises which the 
instructors had been structuring the workshops (I shall comment more on 
this in section 4.2, below). I hoped to change this approach-- and indeed the 
entire system of classification and framing-- by a) requiring students to do 
small ENG-type productions as the platform for learning about questions 
and problems in genre communication; and b) by using these exercises as 
preparation for a somewhat longer ENG-type final production, which would 
be marked at the end of the year (the exercises themselves were not 
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marked). Students in the previous year's module had complained about the 
discontinuity between exercises and the final production, and the change 
was meant to address this key issue. It was also meant to enable me to 
achieve some degree of participation and control over a process which I was 
meant to be responsible for. 
2. "Communicating Science" and the combined modality 
Having provided an introductory description of the module, I will now begin 
an analysis of its modalities of pedagogic practice. I will begin this analysis 
by historicising the general pedagogic approach in the module, which 
combined media studies and media production. 
2.1 About the combined modality 
In chapter two, I suggested that the School of Media Studies' participation 
in the degree was the result of an economic motive, but also, of an 
`academic' motive: the PUS movement constituted a textbook example of 
the positivist, and elitist discourses about science and in particular about 
the alleged needs of "the public"3 which scholars in media and cultural 
studies had critiqued for years, not least in the field of popular science 
communication4. From the perspective of these practitioners (and later, 
when I arrived, from my own perspective as well), the PUS movement both 
provided the opportunity for, and required, a response in the form of a sharp 
critique. This orientation was the one that, in principle at least, was to 
shape the contribution of the School of Media Studies within the SCC 
degree. 
Of particular interest was the question of the status of the "popular" 
in "popular science", and in the popular reception of science. From the 
perspective of media and cultural studies, neither of these could or should 
be reduced, as the Royal Society (1985) was doing, to deficit theory of 
science communication ("public ignorance" with respect to science) or to an 
uncritical pedagogy of science communication (the alleged need to "inform" 
publics about science for social-economic purposes). The popularisation of 
science, and the popular reception of science were reinterpreted as a 
cultural process which both shaped and dominated aspects of cultural 
groups' everyday life. 
As I began to explain in chapter two, this stance marked a radical 
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departure from positivist approaches to science, and science 
communications which were implicitly or explicitly proposed by the agents 
of the PUS discourse. But it also marked a shift in focus vis-a-vis the older 
"Philosophy of Science", "Sociology of Science", or "History of Science" 
approaches commonly found in Science Studies courses. Media and cultural 
studies brought to the forefront of consideration the question of the socio-
cultural relations between science, communication, and popular culture. 
Hitherto, critical academic interest had centred on the epistemological 
status of science as discourse, of science as literary text. 
It is for this reason that the School of Media Studies contributed 
modules which developed a critical approach to science communication. All 
three modules in the Science Communication strand, but in particular the 
Communicating Science and the Reception of Science modules, were to 
examine the relationship between science, communication and culture in an 
ideologically critical manner. This aim was to be achieved by way of two 
forms of teaching and learning: the first involved the critical analysis of the 
process of science communication. The second involved using practical, 
thands-on' media production exercises as a way of illustrating the social and 
semiotic constraints faced by professional science communicators. 
In this aspect, the Science Communication strand as a whole, and 
the Communicating Science module in particular, emulated the structure of 
certain modules in the School of Media Studies' main degree, a BA (lions) in 
Media Studies. This degree, like most others of its type in the field of higher 
education, combined the teaching of Media Studies, with the teaching of 
media production. This is the modality which I described in the introduction 
of this thesis as the combined modality. In this sense, the School 
"exported" the combined modality to the SCC degree. This modality 
constituted the pedagogic backbone of the Communicating Science module, 
and so I will now describe it in some detail. 
Combined courses in media studies mix the teaching of media 
studies, with the teaching of media production in higher education6. In the 
words of many, though certainly not all of the field's practitioners, courses 
which teach 'media theory and practice'. Appendix VIII contains some 
examples of courses structured on the basis of this modality. 
The combined modality is quite a recent modality of pedagogic 
practice in higher education. It is no more than 20 or so years old. 
Moreover, it is one which institutionalised a number of relatively radical 
transformations vis-a-vis more traditional forms of teaching media 
production. Prior to the advent of the combined modality, and still today, 
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traditional forms of teaching media production were based on a much 
weaker classification of the field of production, and the field of reproduction. 
Learning media production traditionally was a matter of "in-house" training 
(this modality continues to exist today). As this last term suggests, 
teaching and learning took place within the field of production, following a 
model not entirely dissimilar from that of craft modalities. Prospective 
media producers were taken on as apprentices, who learned by watching 
others doing, and by participating in productions themselves. 
The importance of the shift from this weak modality of classification, 
to a stronger classification of the teaching and the working place cannot be 
exaggerated. There was a shift from working in a "real" context, to working 
in a virtual, or imaginary context. In turn this meant that the basic 
semiotic axes of space, time and text were altered, frequently in a manner 
which rendered them entirely different from those of the primary context: 
few courses could afford to provide students with the latest technologies 
used audio-visual media production. But perhaps more importantly, the 
metaphorical gap that was created by the stronger classification of the field 
of production and the field of reproduction enabled educator and educand to 
question, and transform the production process in ways which would be 
unthinkable in professional media productions. 
This was the fundamental change from the perspective of 
classification. I now wish to describe the changes on the level of framing. As 
developed in the field of production, media production is based in part on 
craft discourses. Whatever their variations (and there are many), craft 
discourses share an epistemological base in the ancient Greek notion of 
techne. This notion involves a disposition to act in a way which follows the 
rules of a craft. Although its subjects might seek to be 'true and 
reasonable', as a mode of production this disposition is both reliant on, and 
constrained by the need to adhere closely to an eidos (Carr and Kemmis 
1986). Eidos is an image or guiding idea which the craftsperson is taught to 
reproduce, rather than to question. Eidos is, in Bernstein's terms, a 
category which is based on a very strong framing: there are very strong 
criterial rules for what counts as the legitimate text; and very strongly 
framed hierarchical rules, with the craftsman as 'master', and the learner 
as 'apprentice'. Indeed in media production, eidos provides very strong rules 
of "good style" --for example, genre rules7-- which must be learned and 
observed by producers. Here "good style" includes the professional media 
producer's morality (following the rules of craft practice, and producing 
according to the "good style"), social relationships (observing the division of 
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labour and hierarchy within the craft system) and identity (as producer, 
photographer, editor, and so forth). 
Despite the importance of the craft discourse in media production, it 
would be romantic to regard media production as being simply a 'craft'. In 
film, television and other mass media forms of communication, the craft 
discourse has always interacted with the discourses of industrialised, mass 
production. Indeed, industrialised forms of media production are arguably as 
constitutive of mass communication discourses and of professional 
identities as are craft discourses. The co-development of the two discourses 
has always been fraught with tensions and contradiction8. Industrialised 
modes of media production threaten not techne or eidos --these actually fit 
in with the need for a relatively fixed, and controllable form of industrial 
production-- but rather, the craftsperson's identity as a craftsperson who 
makes a unified, and unifying product: unifying in the sense that that the 
craftsperson is responsible for all, or most of the production of a symbolic 
form, or good. Mass media production entails a number of transformations 
in the boundaries for the distribution of roles (camera person, editor, etc.), 
and boundaries for the times of roles: production stages, like preproduction, 
production, and post-production in TV. So it is, for example, that the 
cameraperson films, but does not edit, that the lighting expert sets lights, 
but does not film, and so forth. This process transforms the meaning of 
craft within media production; indeed it is probably more accurate to 
suggest that elements of the craft system remain as a meaningful cultural 
anachronism, a discursive 'hybrid' within an otherwise industrialised mode 
of mass production9. 
To return to the secondary context (the context of reproduction), the 
hybrid nature of this modality (craft/mass production) is evident in the 
teaching-learning process of many combined courses. Even as these 
institutions recontextualize media production skills in ways that attempt to 
reproduce a certain techne and eidos, they socialise prospective producers 
into the modalities of classification and framing that are typical of the 
industrialised forms of production. For example, a course on TV directing 
frequently involves a rota whereby each team member operates a 
particular instrument (camera, mixer, etc.) while another directs. Within 
this pedagogic modality, each team member is encouraged to assume 
responsibility for just his/her function. The practice of each function is 
determined vertically by the director, who is likely to be the only member 
with an overall sense of what the final product will be. Such practice 
promotes not only individualism, but also, an authoritarian form of 
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communication which feminist scholars have rightly characterised as an 
expression of patriarchal discourse in media productionlo. 
It would, however, be a mistake to regard such courses as simple 
devices for the reproduction of industrial media production discourses. As I 
suggested earlier, all combined courses transform this order to a greater or 
lesser degree. All create the 'virtual' or imaginary space, a process which 
automatically entails at least some transformations vis-a-vis the primary 
context. However, not all do so on the basis of the same orientation to work, 
and I now wish to introduce two significantly different orientations within 
the combined modality. 
2.2 The vocational variant 
I will refer to the first orientation, which is the dominant one, as the 
vocational. Vocational courses attempt to teach students to become 
producers at whatever level, in one or more of the media. I use the term 
"vocational", and not "market-oriented", deliberately. This is because not all 
vocational courses are market-oriented, in Bernstein's sense of the term. It 
is possible to conceive, and indeed I have taught in courses which, while 
being vocational, actually attempt to subvert the practices of the market-
place by teaching students alternative forms of media production. There is, 
in this sense, a continuum of orientations, which goes from those courses 
which are entirely market-oriented, to those which seek to teach practices 
of ideological resistance or subversion of the market-place. 
These "media theory and practice" courses have pedagogic 
discourses which recontextualize media production discourses, with so-
called academic discourses: media studies, communication studies, 
sociology of the media, cultural studies, psychology, and so forth. The 
former tend to be classified as "theory", whilst the latter tend to be 
classified as "practice". Accordingly, the pedagogic principle is no longer 
simply to emulate the eidos, but rather to 'link' theory and practice. This 
entails a number of transformations vis-a-vis craft pedagogic discourse. 
First, the framing of media production as a manual operation is 
transformed into one which combines the manual and the mental. Second, 
the unquestionable is questioned: depending on the genre, eidos ceases to be 
a self-referencing model, and becomes a model that must be answerable to 
a logic that is external to itself: be it the logic of some positivist theory of 
journalism, or an avant-garde theory of documentary film-making. In this 
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sense, the framing is radically weakened, at least in principle, if not in 
pedagogic practice. It is frequently the case that the pedagogic codes which 
govern the pedagogic practice remain embedded in the old forms of 
classification. Indeed, an educational dynamic persists that is similar to the 
one analysed in chapter two: there appears to be innovation, and indeed 
there is a certain amount of innovation, but a closer examination reveals a 
process of 'internalisation' of the old order, in the new. 
To begin with, combined courses tend to have forms of pedagogic 
practice which are governed by a very strong insulation of 'academic' or 
`theory' modules, on the one hand, and 'media production' or 'practice' 
modules, on the other. It is true that relative to the traditional pedagogic 
device (where "in-house" training prevails) the new classification is 
weakened. This to the extent that the two categories, "media theory" and 
"media practice", are now found within one course. However, within many 
courses, a strong insulation tends to remain, both on the level of the 
curriculum itself, and on the level of the organisation of the institution: 
media 'theory' is taught by academics, and media 'practice' is usually 
taught by ex-producers, or at times practising producers. There tends to be 
weak, or no communication between the two types of educators, who are 
very much tied to their categories. 
The problem, however, is not just that there is a strong insulation 
between the two types of modules. The framing tends to be based on 
empiricist regulative discourses, that is, discourses which oppose the 
mental to the manual, theory to practice. I will now describe this principle 
of recontextualization in some detail. 
All vocational combined courses decontextualize theories and 
practices from the field of media studies; and theories and practices --or at 
least discursive practices-- from the field of media production. However, the 
principle of recontextualization is peculiar in that the theory and practice of 
media studies tends to be recontextualized as "theory"; and the discursive 
practice that is media production tends to be recontextualized as 'just' 
"practice". I will analyse the recontextualization of each of these in turn. 
The following analysis summarises the process the de- and 
recontextualization of media studies, from the primary to the secondary 
context: 
1. Certain aspects of media studies discourses, as present in the 
primary context constituted by research in media studies, are 
selected and decontextualized for the purposes of pedagogic 
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communication. The precise nature of the selection depends on the 
orientation of the course (i.e. more or less Marxist, more or less 
`postmodern', more or less oriented towards sociology or towards 
semiotics, and so forth). 
2. The selected aspects are then recontextualized as part of the new 
pedagogic discourse of the secondary context, but reclassified as 
media 'theory'. 
3. The above may then have the effect of transforming media studies 
into a 'purely' regulative discourse, that is, something akin to a 
modern form of 'religious education' (e.g. a media 'ethics' class). This 
to the extent that students are taught to recognise the regulative 
orientation of the discourse, but frequently not to realise the 
instructional discourse associated to it in its primary context. 
The process of recontextualization of media production discourses can be 
summarised as follows: 
1. Aspects of media production discourses, as they exist in the primary 
context, are selected and decontextualized for the purposes of 
pedagogic transmission. The precise nature of the selection depends 
on what medium or media the practitioners choose to specialise in; 
and what degree of specialisation, if any, is to be achieved within the 
medium (e.g. a specific genre; a specific role, like that of directing). 
The selection also depends on the regulative discourse of the 
practitioners; whereas many, perhaps even most operate on the 
basis of a realist theory of instruction, many operate on the basis of 
an idealist theory of instruction (I shall describe each of these, 
below). 
2. The decontextualized aspects are then recontextualized as part of 
the pedagogic discourse of the secondary context, but reclassified as 
media 'practice'. 
3. The above transformation tends to have the effect of transforming 
media production into an instructional discourse, to be governed by 
the regulative discourse of media studies. It is however frequently 
the case that the insulation between these two discourses is so 
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strong, that the two discourses are entirely decoupled. 
Having analysed the processes separately, it is now possible to speak of 
the new synthetic whole. Aspects of media studies are recontextualized 
with aspects of media production. The recontextualized aspects of media 
studies are explicitly or implicitly reclassified as 'theory', while the 
recontextualized aspects of media production are reclassified as 'practice'. 
With one very significant exception which will be discussed below, the 
tendency is to treat the recontextualized media studies as the regulative 
discourse which guides the 'skills' discourse in the development of a 
communication praxis. Hence, the explicit or implicit assumption that 
combined courses teach 'media theory and practice', on the basis of an 
technical model of relation between the two categories (cf. Appendix I for a 
discussion of the technical rationality). 
This framing is based on a questionable logic of recontextualization. 
Prior to its recontextualization, the theory of media studies is meant to 
guide, if indeed that word is appropriate, the practice of media studies. 
Conversely, the practice of media production is based on its own discursive 
logic which is not the one of media studies. The two are framed by entirely 
different sets of regulative and instructional discourses. The innovation, but 
also potentially the contradiction of the combined modality lies in its 
utopian syncretism: practitioners bring together two categories in ways 
which overlook, or give rise to, contradiction. 
In this context, it is unsurprising that there tends to remain a strong 
insulation of media 'theory' and media 'practice' in curricula. Indeed, I 
propose that the classification tends to be so strong that in effect, each 
`sector' of the curriculum (media studies, and media production) is governed 
by its own pedagogic discourse, and the course as a whole, by a de facto 
collection code. This relative separateness at once 'cushions', but also 
makes possible, the contradictory projection of pedagogic subjects: the 
regulative discourse of the first sector (media studies) projects a reflexive 
and self-reflexive subject, whereas the regulative discourse of the second 
(media production) projects a subject which is closer to the orientation of 
techne and eidos. 
These two descriptions are, admittedly, generalisations which would 
have to further developed, specified, and at times qualified by field research 
in a large number of institutions. The extent and nature of the reflexivity 
and self-reflexivity of the first pedagogic discourse depends on the type of 
media studies discourse being recontextualized by the institution as a 
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whole, and indeed, by its various educators. In any given institution there 
may be considerable differences in political orientation from staff member 
to staff member. There also tends to be a range of orientations from the 
perspective of theories of instruction in the teaching of media studies. 
A similar qualification needs to be made with respect to the 
pedagogic discourse of media production. Here, however, there seems to be 
a more reduced range of orientations which I propose, as a hypothesis, can 
be situated on the following continuum of theories of instruction: at one end 
of the continuum we find those instructors of media production who adhere 
to what I will describe as realist theories of instruction: those that respond 
to the strong classification of the primary and secondary fields by 
attempting to recreate within the secondary context, the same conditions 
of production as in the primary. These instructors tend to be politically the 
most conservative, and the most likely to assume the regulative discourse 
of an imaginary, patriarchal executive producer within the classroom. On 
the other extreme of the continuum we find those who espouse an idealist 
or romantic theory of instruction: those who respond to the strong 
classification of the field of production and reproduction by taking 
advantage of the decoupling to teach on the basis of a romantic-idealist 
aesthetic of subjectivity (Kearney 1988). That is, the student as the gifted 
genius, who must above all be encouraged to create in ways which would 
not be possible in the professional field of production. I will have more to say 
about these theories below; for now it is worth noting that both orientations 
are naive orientations, in the sense that both are unaware of their own 
discursive, that is pedagogic discursive, naturell. 
2.3 The autonomous variant of the combined modality 
Earlier, I explained that not all courses frame media studies and media 
production on the basis of a vocational orientation. Indeed, many have an 
`autonomous' orientation (cf. chapter one). In many courses in the field, the 
logic of de- and recontextualization of media production is not guided by a 
desire to develop a theory-practice relationship. At least not in terms of an 
empiricist conception of the theory-practice relationship; and certainly not 
in terms of media studies being used to 'guide' a practice in media 
production. In these courses, the role attributed to the teaching-learning of 
media production skills is the development of a more reflexive disposition 
with respect to the cultural process of mass communication, 'in general'. To 
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use the discourse of some educational practitioners, the media production 
workshops are meant to further the educands' understanding of the media. 
There is a theory of instruction according to which 'hands on' learning about 
the basics of media production enables students to understand 'in a 
practical manner' the constraints faced by media producers. It also enables 
them to explore the nature and significance of semiotic forms employed by 
producers. In effect, the media production courses are transformed into an 
`audio-visual aid' in the service of the acquisition of the categories of media 
and cultural studies. 
In principle, this approach eludes the empiricist tendency, at least on 
the level of general rules of recontextualization. Indeed in principle, it 
constitutes an even more radical break --perhaps I should say a true 
break-- with the dominant pedagogic device inasmuch as its advocates 
argue that the problem of developing a critical media production practice is 
less important than the problem of preparing students to become more 
critical media readers, and thereby, more critical subjects (some might use 
the term 'citizen'). Whereas the vocational courses take for granted that 
teaching and learning media studies and media production has a vocational 
function, the 'autonomous' orientation questions, and indeed rejects that 
assumption. 
As I have just suggested, this orientation is undoubtedly more radical 
than the first. There are, however, three aspects of this orientation which 
can be critiqued. The first is the problem of autonomous orientations in 
general. There is both a certain arrogance that students need not worry 
about acquiring visible categories for the purposes of job placement, and 
with it, a naivete with respect to its own implicit reliance on a bourgeois 
model for the exchange of cultural capital (cf. chapter one). Another related 
problem is that this orientation takes for granted that students will --or 
`should'-- understand and accept this orientation. In this sense, this 
orientation is a moralistic, and logocentric one. The last problem, which I 
will illustrate in the rest of this chapter, is that even this modality of 
framing is prone to the vicissitudes of empiricist modalities of pedagogic 
practice. Even though the recontextualization of media production may not 
be designed to serve vocational ends, the classification and framing of 
media production in curricular practice tends to be based on forms of 
insulation and forms of relation between categories which reproduce the 
opposition between theory and practice, manual and mental forms of 
production. This to the extent that in these courses too, there remains a 
strong classification of the staff who teach 'theory' and 'skills', and indeed, a 
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framing which continues to treat each as just that: 'theory' and 'skills'. 
Despite the substantial differences which I have noted, I propose 
that both orientations tend to have the same effect from the perspective of 
students' acquisition of the different categories. First, media studies tend to 
be recontextualized in ways which enable students to acquire rules of 
recognition, but not rules of realisation of academic discourse. This may be 
partly the result of the generally weak framing of media and cultural 
studies, as regionalizations of knowledge in their own right12. But I propose 
that it is also the result of the logic of recontextualization of the combined 
modality, which is oriented mainly towards teaching students to acquire the 
regulative orientations of the academic discourses, be it Marxist, Neo-
Marxist, Modern, postmodern, or other. Especially in the combined 
modalities of vocational orientation, the rationale for this failure to teach 
rules of realisation appears to be that it is not necessary to acquire strong 
rules of realisation of the 'academic' discourse because students are being 
trained to become producers (or simply, 'more critical citizens'). 
But an analogous process occurs in relation to the acquisition of 
media production: with the possible exception of courses with a very strong 
media production orientation (and a very weak media studies orientation), 
the tendency is for students not to acquire the rules necessary to realise 
any of the existing media production discourses by the time they leave the 
course. 
To the extent that this happens, then it seems plausible that the 
combined modality as a whole is likely to have a doubly disempowering 
effect on students, from the perspective of the acquisition of rules of 
realisation. With the possible exception of those courses which have an 
extremely weak media studies aspect, the combined modality doesn't 
enable students to acquire the rules of realisation for media production. But 
it also fails to provide students with the rules of realisation of the academic 
discourses (media studies). 
To conclude this section, I now wish to return to the Communicating 
Science module. Up until 1994/95, when I instituted the changes mentioned 
in section one, the module was structured on the basis of the autonomous 
variant of the combined modality. The module combined the teaching and 
learning of media studies and media production as a way of developing 
students' understanding of science communication. Beginning in 1994/95, I 
actually attempted to shift the module towards the vocational variant, 
albeit, a critical form of the vocational modality. My aim was to use media 
studies as the basis with which to teach students a praxis in science 
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communication. In the sections that follow, I will analyse this process in 
some detail. 
3. 	 Communicating Science: from collection, to integrated code? 
In this section I will answer the following question: the changes which I 
instituted in the 1994/95 academic year were meant to 'integrate' what I 
then conceived as media theory and practice, in an effort to develop a 
praxis in science communication. In the terms of this thesis, one might 
expect the changes to constitute a shift from a collection code, to an 
integrated code. Did this shift actually occur? 
Prior to my arrival at the university, and indeed up to the 1994/95 
year, there was a strong classification of media studies and media 
production. On the level of staffing, different types of staff members were 
tied to each category, with little or no communication between them: as the 
lecturer, I taught media studies but not media production; in turn, the 
instructors taught media production, but not media studies. In this sense, 
teaching in the new SCC course was no different from teaching in the 
mainstream BA taught by the School of Media Studies, where historically 
this form of classification prevailed until a new generation of lecturers 
arrived, who like myself attempted to 'integrate' the different practices. 
On the level of the curriculum itself, this classification was echoed by 
evaluative rules which created a strong temporal and spatial insulation 
between the different discourses. Here the figure of the curricular genres 
was of great importance. Lectures and seminars were taught by the 
lecturer, and were the spaces for media studies; workshops were taught by 
the instructors, and were used to teach media production. Whereas the 
lectures and seminars were taught in standard university lecture or 
seminar rooms (more on this later), the media production was taught in the 
make-shift studio of the Audio-Visual Services. 
This meant that the insulation between the two categories (media 
studies and media production) was so strong, that the two 'strands' of the 
Communicating Science module were almost two separate modules. Up 
until 1994, a collection code thus governed the principle of classification and 
the framing of each category. 
There was, however, one potential contradiction to this rule. As I 
explained in section one, the two strands (media studies and media 
production) were supposed to come together for the purposes of the 
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summative assessment, that is, the final video production. This constituted 
a weakening of the collection code inasmuch as it weakened the insulation. 
It forced me to use seminar time to prepare students for the final 
production; and it forced instructors to yield to the criteria of assessment 
set up by the lecturer. 
Prior to my arrival at the university, this weakening of the 
classification was avoided to the extent that the lecturer simply did not 
prepare students for the final production. The lecturer marked the final 
production, but for all practical purposes, the instructors set the criteria for 
the final production, and prepared the students. There was no weakening of 
the boundaries, and no horizontal communication. 
When I first arrived, I took a more active role in setting the criteria 
for the final production, and in preparing students for this production. But I 
faced something akin to a discursive 'inertia' produced by the insulation of 
the curricular genres (with separate spaces, times, and staff for the 
teaching of the different discourses). Unless I was willing to spend more 
time teaching that was expected in my contract, this insulation was too 
great for me to have any effect on the final production. To the extent that 
there was no integration during the first two-thirds of the academic year, I 
found that I could not simply establish 'a link' or 'integration' for the 
purposes of the final production during the final weeks of the academic 
year. 
Hence, the changes which I instituted for the 1994/95 year. These 
changes can be regarded as an effort to weaken the classification, change 
the framing, and to organise the whole course around an integrated code. 
Whereas the previous scheme attempted to unite the two strands for one 
final, summative assessment, I restructured both the assessment 
structure, and the use of the seminar in a manner that was designed to 
produce, despite some constraints, integration throughout the whole year. 
This entailed numerous meetings with the instructors-- in effect, increasing 
the horizontal communication-- and changing the entire way in which the 
course was taught. 
However, after one year, the course remained a divided one. One 
fundamental factor in this process was that, despite the changes I 
instituted, students were still taught media studies by a lecturer in one 
space (lecturers, and seminars), and media production by instructors in 
another (workshops). Try as I might to use the seminar spaces to engage 
with the design and analysis of the production process, I remained at one 
remove from the actual production, and post-production processes, which 
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continued to occur in the workshops, only. In this sense, the insulation 
produced by the curricular genres and staffing undermined my efforts to 
change the orientation of the course, and the collection code prevailed. 
This continuing insulation was, however, only a part of the problem. 
My framing of the different discourses also undermined my own efforts to 
integrate the different forms of practice. For this reason, I will now analyse 
the way in which the instructors and I recontextualized each of the 
discourses (media studies and media production) in the course. 
4. 	 The recontextualization of media studies, and media 
production 
I will begin my analysis of the aspect of framing with a detailed analysis of 
the transformations produced by my recontextualization of certain forms of 
media studies. Thereafter, I will analyse in some detail the transformations 
produced by the instructors' recontextualization of media production. 
4.1 Recontextualizing media studies 
Although I have thus far spoken of media studies as a single discourse, it is 
more accurate to say that I recontextualized a variety of academic 
discourses from within the field known as media and cultural studies. This 
happened because I was covering both the production and construction of 
popular science; because I was examining a variety of media and genres; 
and finally, because there was a paucity of academic texts which analysed 
popular science communication from the perspective of media studies. I 
was thus forced to be something of a bricoleur. Even so, I tried to organise 
the various regulative and instructional discourses on the basis of what can 
be described in a very general sense, as a social semiotic perspective to 
science communication 13. In effect, I tried to teach students the rudiments 
of social semiotic analysis. The regulative discourse of this approach was a 
Neo-Marxist one. I employed textual analysis and discursive analysis to 
critique relations of domination, as part of a project of critical social 
transformation. The identity this approach promoted can be described in 
terms of the reflexive and self-reflexive analyst, who strives to show what 
material interests inform the use of textual forms, and vice-versa: how 
textual forms inform the materiality of social interests or discourses. 
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It is important to note that I taught this regulative discourse not as 
an end in itself, but as an aspect of an ideologically critical disposition 
towards the reading and production of science communication. My ultimate 
aim was to attempt to foster a praxis in science communication. This led to 
a logic of recontextualization of media studies which I will now analyse in 
some detail. The following are some categories which describe the different 
transformations which this process entailed, and some possible effects of 
each type. The categories are not mutually exclusive. Further research into 
other lecturer's teaching processes might reveal that these categories can 
be generalised to the teaching experience of other practitioners in the field; 
for now, my only claim is that they describe dynamics within my own 
process of recontextualization. 
• Dehistorizatiort This term describes a transformation which 
delocates a given theory or theoretical approach from its historical 
context. This is, in one sense, an automatic and necessary process in 
teaching, a necessary process of pedagogic discourse. There are, 
however, more or less radical ways of dehistoricizing texts. Media and 
cultural studies, and therein social semiotics, constitute on-going 
research practices with a history of paradigmatic (in the Kuhnian 
sense of the term) shifts and transformations. They are also 
research practices which are embedded in a social history. (Clearly, 
the two histories are inter-related.) As I taught them, social 
semiotics and related methodologies of research were radically 
delocated from their paradigmatic and historical contexts. This was 
partly the result of the fact that the module had a 'split' identity as 
an introduction to media studies for science communication on the 
one hand, and as an introduction to media production on the other. 
However, it would appear that this process was also the result of the 
weak framing that is so frequently described as InterdisciplinaritY in 
the field of media and cultural studies. (In this field, it is common for 
authors to recontextualize a variety of authors without an extensive 
contextualization of their theories.) The process of dehistorization I 
am describing could have the following effect: to understand a 
research practice, and to learn how to engage in a rigorous and 
methodical analysis (semiotic or other), it is necessary to understand 
the history of the practice. Radically delocating the research practice 
from its history, in the absence of any other equally strong 
(academic) history, is likely to make it more difficult for students to 
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acquire the rules of recognition required to understand media studies. 
• Reduction: I use this term to describe transformations which deprive 
a research methodology of its methodological complexity. To 
dehistoricize is, amongst other things, to decontextualize a research 
discourse from the diachrony constituted by successive research 
questions. To 'reduce', is to simplify, or even omit the density and 
complexity of the principles used to answer those questions. 
Media/cultural studies, and particularly social semiotics, constitute 
research methodologies with explicit and implicit principles of 
description. As taught in my course, these methodologies were 
transformed into a "method" of "media analysis" which was 
illustrated by means of little more than the exemplification of the 
application of key concepts-- such as 'discourse', 'genre', and so forth. 
Such a process is perhaps inevitable in an introductory, and 
especially a 'split' introductory course like Communicating Science. I 
have however noted a similar tendency in both the teaching of 
colleagues, and in some textbooks which purportedly teach students 
how to engage in semiotic analyses 14. Again, the likely effect would 
be to reduce students' ability to acquire rules of realisation, in this 
case the principles of description required to engage in a disciplined 
(as in 'disciplinary') textual analysis. 
• Extension: I use this category to describe processes whereby the 
educator transforms a given theory or theoretical approach by 
employing it to analyse phenomena which the theory was not 
originally intended to analyse. In Bernstein's terms, it involves a 
weakening of the framing of what counts as a legitimate object of 
study, for a given theory or theoretical approach. Popular science 
communication in the mass media has thus far been, with one 
important exception15, a virtually untheorized domain in media 
studies. I thus had to "extend" the theories of media studies to 
describe science communication. For example, in the second unit I 
explained how science communication was an instance of public 
service broadcasting. To contextualize the notion of public service 
broadcasting, I used Scannel (1991). This entailed the following 
transformations: first, treating the communication of science as an 
instance of the public service discourse; and second, treating the 
concept of public service as discourse, in the Foucaultian sense of 
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the term. Scannel (1991) does neither of these, and as a result I 're-
politicised' the academic discourse (see repolitization, below). 
• Graft: This is a related, but distinct form of recontextualization. It 
also involves a weakening of framing, but this time, the framing of 
two or more theories or theoretical approaches (extending involves 
using an existing theory/theoretical approach to explain a 
phenomenon which was not previously explained by it.) For example, 
in the absence of a social semiotic theory of time-based media, I 
grafted together concepts from H. Zettl (1990), Aumont et al. (1992), 
and Bettetini (1984). This form of recontextualization is prone to 
discursive discontinuities, and even contradictions. In the example 
cited above, it should be noted that none of the authors works with a 
"motivated" concept of the sign, as Hodge and Kress (1988) do. Nor 
do they work with the Foucaultian concept of discourse. This meant 
that I had to draw on a variety of scholars and traditions of research 
to describe different aspects, levels, and historical events in science 
communication. This led to a a juxtaposition of approaches with 
varying degrees and levels of methodological discontinuity. In my 
experience, this process is typical of courses in media and cultural 
studies, and is frequently described in the field as 'interdisciplinarity'. 
In fact, it is not even multidisciplinarity: the concept of disciplinarity, 
in its positive connotation of methodical explanation, is virtually lost. 
Some juxtapositions may 'work' in the sense that there is little or no 
discontinuity between the two theories on either the regulative or the 
instructional level. My use, for example, of J. B. Thompson's (1990) 
theory of mass communication is relatively continuous with the 
work of Hodge and Kress (1988). But to use a different example, 
there is considerable methodological discontinuity between the 
approach of Hodge and Kress (1988), and the approach taken by 
Myers (1990). From the perspective of the regulative discourse, the 
latter scholar works on the basis of an approach which does not 
materialize textual forms in the way that Hodge and Kress do. From 
the perspective of the instructional discourse, there is very little if 
any continuity in the use of categories, concepts, and forms of 
analysis. Yet in the bricolage that was my Communicating Science 
course, the two were juxtaposed with no reference to the substantial 
differences between the two, thereby dissimulating substantial 
discontinuities and even contradictions between the two. 
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• Repolitization Here I refer to a process which attempts to embed 
the instructional discourse of one discourse, in a different regulative 
discourse. To the extent that many theories of media representation, 
or of media production lack a critical orientation to power and 
ideology on the level of their basic concepts, I found myself having to 
re-politicise those theories along ideologically critical lines: that is, 
explaining the social process involved in terms of discourse, and 
`motivating' its signs in ways which the original scholar failed to do. 
This transformation can be regarded as being fundamental to the 
rest. Unless made explicit, such a transformation may suggest to 
students that there are no real discursive differences amongst 
theories. 
The above transformations are, from one perspective, the stuff of everyday 
teaching, the stuff of research itself. My purpose in enumerating them is 
not to appeal to a misleading image of discursive 'purity'. My purpose is to 
highlight first, the extent to which the teaching did entail numerous 
transformations, vis-a-vis the primary (intellectual) context; and second, 
the extent to which such transformations might have the effect of making 
it more difficult for students to acquire both the rules of recognition, and 
realisation of the academic discourse. I have argued that by producing 
unexplained discontinuities, gaps, or even contradictions in the 
explanations, my process of recontextualization made it more difficult for 
students to acquire the discourses. Moreover, when placed in the context of 
the relatively strong framing of natural science discourses, it could also 
have the effect of persuading students that media studies was no more 
than a "common sense", "undisciplined" form of analysis. I will return to 
this last point in chapter four. 
4.2 Recontextualizing media production 
I will now analyse the logic of recontextualization of media production 
`skills', in particular, video production, as applied to the production of short 
documentaries about science, technology and/or nature. 
During my first year of teaching on the degree (1993/94), the 
workshops were run as virtually autonomous modules. The instructors 
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recontextualized video production 'skills' on the basis of a regulative 
discourse which was influenced by two contradictory theories of instruction. 
The first of these, an idealist theory of instruction (cf. section two, above), 
encouraged students to 'play' and 'experiment' with the video medium. At 
the same time, and in a relation of contradiction to this very discourse, 
aspects of the teaching-- the teaching of actual media production styles--
was based on a realist theory of instruction, which reproduced normative 
media grammars. Here I refer to R. Odin's (1978) suggestion that the 
teaching of film production has traditionally been based on scholastic 
models of grammar, which teach the rules of a "good style". Normative 
grammars attempt to instrumentalize meaning by setting it in semiotic 
stone. This by radically decontextualizing the meaning of forms from the 
context of communication, and by assigning fixed meanings to particular 
forms. For example, instructors taught students the rules associated with 
"continuity editing": avoiding jump cuts, justified angles, etc.16. The 
instructors thus taught by inviting the students to experiment with the 
creation of new messages (idealist theory of instruction), even as they 
taught students to edit those messages on the basis of the normative 
media grammars (realist theory of instruction). Here it is worth noting that 
on one level, there was very weak framing of the pedagogic text: students 
were given great freedom to choose subjects, genres, and so forth. However, 
on the level of frame-shot-montage, the tendency was to teach on the basis 
of a much stronger, and 'realist' framing. 
In 1994/95, I tried to change the framing relation in two ways. First, 
I changed the overarching logic of recontextualization from the 
autonomous, media production-as-teaching-aid approach, to one which 
attempted to develop a praxis in science communication, in relation to a 
particular genre: short TV news documentary pieces, about science and/or 
nature. The integrating principle was meant to be media studies as the 
theory with which to develop a more critical way of representing science, in 
the (video) news genre. This transformed the orientation to media 
production which had been favoured by the module designers (the course 
was designed prior to my arrival at the University). There was a shift from 
an autonomous, to a (critical) vocational orientation. To the extent that 
instructors were required to structure their own teaching around a 
particular genre, then this shift also entailed a shift in theories of 
instruction: the idealist theory of instruction was eliminated, to the extent 
that students were no longer to be given the freedom to choose or 'make' 
their own genre. 
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But the changes were also meant to put an end to the realist theory 
of instruction. The new principle of integration was designed to establish, in 
principle and in practice, the subordination of so-called 'technical' decisions, 
to a process of critical reflection. The structuring of seminars around the 
design, and analysis of exercises was meant to provide a space in which 
students learned to become not just reflexive vis-a-vis other producers' 
messages (as in the old seminar structures), but self-reflexive with respect 
to their own messages. A key part of this was my plans that students 
should learn to work with the constraints of a specific genre, but also to 
question the genre, and perhaps eventually transform it. 
Was I successful in transforming the original framing of the module? 
My analysis suggests that I was not. First, my efforts to switch to an 
integrated code were not based on a sufficiently explicit formulation of the 
relation between the different categories. My failure to develop an explicit 
formulation, in the context of the strong classification of the curricular 
genres which remained even after the changes were in place, meant that a 
discursive gap remained whereby both the instructors and I continued to 
teach on the basis of different regulative orientations. I was unable to 
articulate how a critical media studies could be employed to develop a 
critical form of media production. As this last sentence suggests, I had in 
any case relapsed to the traditional discursive syncretism, according to 
which it is overlooked that media studies is not actually meant to 'guide' 
media production. 
Second, my efforts to change the framing-- and the classification--
were resisted by both instructors, but especially by the senior instructor. 
Here it is crucial to understand that the strong insulation between 
categories, and the weak integrating principle of the 'teaching aid' logic of 
recontextualization, provided instructors with a degree of professional 
autonomy which began to be lost when I weakened, or attempted to 
weaken, the classification of seminars and workshops, of spaces for media 
studies and spaces for media production. The presence of a de facto 
collection code prior to my arrival meant that the instructors were virtually 
free to structure their teaching as they pleased. From their perspective, the 
changes in framing constituted a transgression of their space, and of their 
category. Unsurprisingly, they resisted the changes by arguing that their 
own teaching was more effective. After four to five weeks of teaching on the 
new scheme, the senior instructor refused to teach the workshops on the 
basis of my theory of instruction. This despite the fact that I had consulted 
the changes with this and the other instructor (both instructors had 
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actually accepted the changes with considerable enthusiasm the previous 
summer.) 
Along with this conscious resistance, the instructors continued to 
teach according to their traditional theories of instruction. It is a matter of 
some interest that, even as they resisted my transgressions of the 
established boundaries, the instructors interpreted my proposed changes 
as a shift to a more realist theory of instruction. They assumed that they 
were being asked to teach students to reproduce the genre form, not to 
question it. However, and this also marked an extremely important shift in 
framing, from time to time the instructors reverted to the idealist theory of 
instruction, and allowed students to 'play' with the equipment. The logic of 
recontextualization in actual pedagogic practice in the workshops thus 
continued to oscillate between idealist and realist theories of instruction. 
I will now describe some of the discursive transformations which 
occurred in the workshops on the basis of this pedagogic discourse. Once 
again, the categories that follow are not mutually exclusive. And once 
again, further research might show that these categories can be 
generalised: 
• Trans-institutionalization This category signals changes in the 
nature of the social relations, and in the accumulated resources 
available for video production. The video-exercises were not produced 
in an actual media organisation. They were produced in the context 
of the Humanities Faculty Audio-Visual Services, and of course in 
the context of the Communicating Science module. In general, the 
context in which media representations are produced in universities 
entails a number of transformations vis-a-vis primary contexts. The 
time, space, resources and social relations in the university 
institution are quite different from those of a media production 
institution, even if a part of the university is deliberately structured 
in a way that attempts to reproduce professional working conditions. 
The University Audio-Visual Services, and the Communicating 
Science module were no exception to this process. Indeed, I would 
highlight the following institutional transformations: first, the 
working relations changed insofar as the relatively rigid, and strongly 
classified and framed functions that are typical of television news 
production crews were replaced by far more fluid forms of 
classification and framing. One of the course requirements was that 
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students should establish a division of labour-- producer, camera, 
researcher, etc.-- in such a way that all students would work as a 
collectivity, towards a common goal. When this form of classification 
and framing occurs in the primary (media production) context, it is 
controlled by a hierarchy whose leading members have the power, at 
least in principle, to dismiss any employee who fails to observe the 
established system of classification and framing. These structures 
did not exist in the workshop productions. The only (weak) source of 
coercion was the threat of a lower mark if students failed to work 
effectively as groups. This difference had the effect of transforming 
working relations. Students either had to negotiate amongst 
themselves to achieve a cooperative effort; or, as frequently 
happened, some students ended up doing the work of those who didn't 
participate. But it also had the potential to transform what I will 
describe as the unity of the text. Under any circumstances, the 
question of the unity of the discursive subject of the audio-visual text 
is a complex one 17. In situations in which there is no single clear 
project which is either shared by all or commanded by one, texts may 
result which are totally fragmentary and incoherent. This potential 
was exacerbated by the process of trans-institutionalization. 
Second, and linked to the first transformation, team work in 
television productions in the primary context presupposes a high 
level of specialised competence on the part of each team member. In 
professional practice a pedagogic discourse creates distinct identities 
for individuals specialising in different production functions. This 
serves to reinforce the boundaries. This is, in many respects, the sine 
qua non of professional realist productions. The absence of such a 
specialisation in the workshops hindered and at times totally blocked 
the realisation of certain production plans, with the concomitant 
effects on the video text. Third, the constraints in terms of time, 
space, and production resources for this course were also very 
different from those found in the primary production context. 
Students had more time to plan and produce the final productions. 
However, they had less space, both literally and metaphorically, to 
produce the video: especially during the exercises, but even during 
the final productions, the lack of time and adequate transport meant 
that most groups worked in the immediate vicinity of the St. 
Andrews campus. This had the effect of curtailing subjects and 
approaches which they might have addressed or employed otherwise. 
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• Trans-generation: This category involves shifts in the construction of 
the genre of the media production. As strategies of interaction (cf. 
chapter one), genres are the result of a variety of discursive forces. 
They are the result of complex institutional structures, as well as 
complex relations within and across fields of interaction. Genres are 
thus likely to be changed at least in part by changes in the 
institutional structures and fields that mediate them or are mediated 
by them. I have just noted some important institutional 
transformations, and these undoubtedly produced significant 
changes in the texts produced by students (these texts will be 
discussed in chapter four). However, it is also likely that genres 
would change on the basis of what students were taught in other 
sectors of the module, and the SCC course as a whole 18. Put simply, 
genres are to some extent the recontextualization of available 
discourse, and the available discourses in the SCC course were quite 
different from those found in a primary science communication 
context. 
• Repolitization I have already defined this category of 
transformation. I have also explained that within the workshops, the 
instructional discourse was embedded alternatively in the regulative 
discourses resulting from realist, and idealist theories of instruction. 
Especially the second orientation involved a transformation vis-a-vis 
the field of production: each student as having the potential to be a 
gifted, and genre-less creator, if only s/he were given the chance to 
experiment. Finally, if the 'integration' of the different forms of 
practice (media studies and media production) were to be successful, 
we would expect a shift in the regulative orientation of the video 
productions, towards more ideologically critical forms of 
representation. (I will analyse the extent to which this occurred in 
chapter four). 
On this level of the module, as in the one devoted to teaching media studies, 
I propose that the logic of recontextualization had the effect of weakening 
the framing of the categories. Again, this process may be a beneficial one, 
provided it occurs in a context which establishes clear principles for 
alternative modalities of framing. In the case of the Communicating 
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Science module, the alternation of theories of instruction described earlier, 
and the various institutional transformations merely had the effect of 
weakening the framing without providing an alternative modality of 
framing. The result was thus no more than a certain dis-ordering of the 
dominant principles of production, and with it, the likelihood that most 
students would not acquire the rules of realisation for the dominant 
modality of media production practice. 
5. 	 On the visibility of pedagogic practice 
I will now analyse pedagogic practice in the Communicating Science genres 
from the perspective of pedagogic visibility. In the most general sense, the 
pedagogic practice in the module was a visible one. This to the extent that 
there was an assessment regime that tested and marked students' 
acquisition of discourse; and indeed that overall, the hierarchical, 
sequencing and criterial rules were oriented towards teaching students to 
acquire particular categories or discourses. 
Having recognised this, it is immediately necessary to qualify the 
statement by suggesting that, relative to the pedagogic practice in the rest of 
the SCC curriculum, pedagogic practice in the Communicating Science 
module was relatively invisible. Although assessment was marked, the 
emphasis in the module was not on producing finely gradable and stratified 
performance, but rather, on the acquisition of a shared, and critical 
disposition vis-a-vis the communication of science. Moreover, relative to 
pedagogic practice in the science strands of the curriculum, virtually all of 
the framing rules governing pedagogic practice (hierarchical, sequencing, 
criterial) were relatively implicit. 
First, hierarchical rules weakened vis-a-vis other modules in SCC to 
the extent that many, if not most students a) regarded themselves as 
`experts' in the media; and b) regarded media studies as producing no more 
than commonsense statements about science communication; and c) 
regarded media studies as being of secondary importance, vis-a-vis the 
teaching of media production. I would argue that educator-educand 
hierarchy, from the perspective of 'expertise', was thus weakened. 
The pedagogy was also relatively invisible from the perspective of 
the sequencing rule. The general criterion for sequencing in the 
Communicating Science module was a theoretical one: a conception of 
mass communication which distinguished for analytical purposes between 
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the production, construction, and reception (Thompson 1990) of mass 
mediated messages about science and nature (the Communicating Science 
module, it will be recalled, concentrated on the first two). I used this 
distinction to divide the course into units about the institutionalised 
production, and construction of messages about science and nature. Indeed, 
the following is the order in which I structured the various aspects of the 
course: 
1. An introductory unit that explored commonsense notions of 
communication, and which introduced a social semiotic conception of 
communication (including the tripartite distinction between 
production, construction and reception) 
2. A unit on a variety of issues arising with respect to the production of 
messages about science in the mass media, with emphasis on 
professional discourses in the production of science on TV 
3. A final unit which was a series of case studies on the construction of 
messages about science and nature in the mass media, again with 
special emphasis on TV. 
The SCC curriculum itself used this tripartite distinction to the extent that 
it reserved analyses on the level of reception for the second-year "Reception 
of Science" module. Unless students understood the logic of this tripartite 
distinction -- and most didn't until well after the course had commenced-- it 
was not possible for them to discern the logic of sequencing. To be sure, the 
syllabus I provided to students did not clearly mark off any sequencing 
criteria. Indications of sequence were thus based entirely either on oral cues 
given in lectures and seminars, or on visual cues provided during lectures 
with the overhead projector. 
This form of sequencing was in notable contrast to the sequencing of 
the three DSCC modules, which progressed across the three years of the 
degree from one historical period to another, and from the 
discovery/development of one scientific idea/paradigm to another. It was 
also in notable contrast to the teaching of the MPLP subjects, and the 
Issues modules, which were also based on sequencing rules whose logic was 
immediately discernible by students: going from one subject or issue, to 
another. 
Within this broad mode of organisation (from the production to the 
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construction of mass media messages about science and nature), the 
sequencing in Communicating Science was based on the introduction of key 
concepts in the social semiotic analysis of messages about science and 
nature: communication, discourse, ideology, and so forth. The different 
social semiotic concepts are themselves not in a relation that is based on a 
strong internal classification. Unlike the more positivist conceptual 
framework of say, M.A.K Halliday (1994), the concepts employed by Hodge 
and Kress (1988) may be more difficult for both beginners and professional 
researchers to distinguish in analytical practice19. The classification and 
the framing of discourse, text, and genre is relatively weak. This made it 
difficult to establish a learning sequence which was explicit, and readily 
understandable by students. 
Another aspect worth noting about sequencing in Communicating 
Science is perhaps the most fundamental one. According to Bernstein, 
traditional pedagogies tend to progress from the relatively 'superficial' to 
the 'underlying' causes of phenomena. This with narratives which, in 
Bernstein's terms, promise that the mysteries or 'secrets of life' will 
eventually be revealed. My own sequencing began by revealing the 'secrets 
of life'. This to the extent that I began by explaining the significance of 
symbolic forms and discourse. To do so was in effect, to explain, from the 
very beginning, the logic underlying social practice in the field of science 
communication. I will explain in chapter four that this was an experience 
which was both incomprehensible, and unsettling for many students. 
Where criterial rules are concerned, the aim of the Communicating 
Science module was to teach students a critical disposition with respect to 
science communication (both as 'readers', and 'producers'). I attempted to 
make this general criterion explicit in the syllabus given to students, and 
indeed during the first lectures. However, its degree of abstraction, and 
basis in 'internal' dispositions made it relatively invisible, when compared to 
the acquisition of say, the 'signposts' of European history. 
The teaching of more specific aspects of the course also tended to be 
based on relatively implicit criterial rules. This was particularly true in the 
case of the teaching of social semiotic analysis. As I explained earlier, the 
categories of social semiotics are not themselves highly 'discrete'. 
Moreover, my teaching remained structured by the logic of 
recontextualization that I analysed in section four (above). Implicitly, I 
continued to teach media studies as the 'theory' which was meant to guide 
media 'practice', and this had the effect of framing the teaching of semiotic 
analysis as a form of 'guiding' media practice. But the manner in which this 
117 
link was established tended to be tacit, and implicit. There was no specific 
theory of media production which provided explicit rules for more critical 
forms of mass communication. 
For all of these general reasons, I am arguing that the pedagogy in 
the Communicating Science module was, on the whole, a relatively invisible 
one: invisible in comparison with the pedagogy that prevailed especially in 
the teaching of the natural sciences. Having made the general statement, I 
must now qualify it: each different curricular genre mediated the pedagogic 
framing in particular ways, and I will now engage in a more detailed 
analysis of pedagogic practice, this time from the perspective of differences 
in the lecture, seminar, and workshop genres. 
5.1 Lectures 
Each week, I gave one hour-long lecture for the Communicating Science 
module. The lecture was delivered to all first-year SCC students. This 
meant that I taught as many as 50 students during each lecture. I was 
assigned the largest lecture hall on site, with a capacity for approximately 
200 students. 
In general, lectures involve a strong framing of the pedagogic roles of 
educator and educand. In the case of Communicating Science lectures, this 
was the case in a variety of ways: with the exception of any student 
questions, I did the speaking, and I did so standing on a raised platform 
facing the students. In this sense, the layout of the auditorium was itself 
clearly based on a strong classification and framing of the roles of educator 
and educand. 
For each lecture, I employed a routine which can be described as 
being ritualised, in Bernstein's sense of the term: the routine served to 
establish boundaries, and through them, a relation of authority. Before 
each lecture began, I put up an overhead transparency with the title of the 
lecture (cf. Appendix XII). During the lecture, I marked the different points 
of the lecture by progressively uncovering a sequence of 011P statements 
which summarised key points in the lecture. Before each lecture, I left hard 
copies of the OHP transparencies in the library. This ritual can also be 
regarded as a framing technology, to the extent that I used it in order to 
attempt to facilitate, but also to control, students' appropriation of the 
course. 
A significant exception in this process occurred when I analysed a 
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media text. In these cases, I relied more on oral cues, and interaction with 
the video and monitor. Indeed my analysis of my lecture notes, and 
overhead transparencies suggests that I employed variations of two basic 
modalities of pedagogic practice in my lectures. I will call the first concept-
oriented, and the second, media analysis. Although some lectures 
included both modalities, it was more frequently the case that my lectures 
were structured predominantly around one or the other of these modalities. 
By concept-oriented, I refer to a modality in which I structured the 
lecture around the explanation of a sequence of "key concepts". Appendix 
XII contains an example of this modality: a lecture in which I introduced 
and historicised the concept of "public service broadcasting", and then used 
this as an illustration of another concept: the concept of discourse, which I 
defined along Foucaultian lines. The lectures which described the general 
theory of communication, and the production aspect of mass 
communication were predominantly structured around this modality. 
By media analysis, I refer to a modality of lecturing which involved 
the presentation and the analysis of media texts about science and/or 
nature. Appendix XIII contains an example of this modality, in the form of a 
reading I wrote for a lecture involving a media analysis of a television 
advertisement which made an appeal to "the natural". Although the 
appendix text is of course quite different from the lecture itself (it is a 
course handout, not the lecture itself), it gives the reader an idea of the 
differences in the framing of this modality, vis-a-vis the concept-oriented. 
A comparison of the two modalities suggests that the concept-
oriented modality was based on a more visible pedagogy than was the 
media analysis modality. The concept-oriented modality entailed 
presenting, defining, and exemplifying concepts which were, on the whole, 
new to the students. To the extent that the terms were new, and that they 
were defined explicitly, this form of teaching created a more explicit relation 
of authority: in effect, I was saying 'learn this'. In contrast, the media 
analysis modality entailed showing a piece, and then describing it. My 
descriptions tended not to be highly structured; I pointed to key aspects but 
did so using a discourse of 'revelation' rather than a discourse of 'dictation'. 
The difference on this level can be described as the difference between 
saying 'learn this', and 'see this'. Both imply a form of command; but the 
nature of the command is very different. Only the first explicitly requires 
students to acquire a category. 
Indeed, to the extent I defined concepts by way of the OHP, asked 
students to write the definitions, and used relatively discrete sequences of 
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arguments which I also put up on the OUP, then the sequencing rules were 
also more explicit in the concept-oriented modality than they were in the 
media analysis modality. It follows that the criterial rule was also more 
explicit in the concept-oriented modality. This to the extent that there was 
a discrete concept to learn, as distinct from some textual feature to 'see'. 
Despite differences in visibility between the two modalities, it is 
worth reiterating that my teaching in both modalities was not geared 
towards preparing students for traditional assessment (e.g. seen or unseen 
examinations, asking students to define terms). In Communicating Science, 
the traditional final examination was replaced by a final (video production) 
project. Although students were asked to do a textual analysis, the teaching 
was not explicitly geared towards preparing students to perform the 
practice of textual analysis, on the basis of a highly explicit criterial 
framework. Moreover, I have already explained that most students did not 
perceive the need to acquire categories of media analysis to the extent that 
they confused textual analysis with 'commonsense' interpretation. 
Before turning to pedagogic practice in seminars, I wish to anticipate 
two important aspects of student response to these modalities: first, most 
students disliked the lectures that were predominantly concept-oriented, 
and tended to participate less in them when asked questions about them in 
seminars. And second, most liked the lectures that entailed media analysis, 
and tended to respond more readily to my questions about these lectures 
during seminars. However, their preference for the latter modality did not 
appear to translate into greater acquisition of categories in that modality. 
5.2 Seminars 
Within the Faculty of Humanities, many lecturers and students explained 
the purpose of seminars in terms of the level of intimacy of the interaction: 
seminars were designed to provide a pedagogic space in which students 
could interact in a more interpersonal way with lecturers: that is, they 
could ask questions, and could bring to the course their own concerns and 
interpretations. In this sense, the function of the seminars was understood 
in terms of compensating the lack of such a space in the lectures. In this 
subsection I will explain why this constituted a naive interpretation of the 
seminar genre, and more importantly, of the relationship between the 
lecture and the seminar genres, at least where the Communicating Science 
module was concerned. 
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After each lecture, students divided into seminar groups of 12 or so 
students (staff members determined the make-up of each group at the 
beginning of the year). I requested that each of these seminar groups should 
be made up of two workshop groups of approximately six students, so that I 
could discuss plans for workshop productions in the seminars (normally 
workshop groups were different from seminar groups). Whereas I delivered 
the lectures in a large hall with a strong spatial classification and framing 
of educator and educand roles, the seminars took place in relatively small 
rooms, with circular or semi-circular seating arrangements. Within each of 
the seminar rooms (and there were several rooms, whose size and type of 
seating varied slightly from room to room) there was always a large 
television set and a videotape recorder. On the numerous occasions in 
which students and I analysed videos, the semi-circular arrangement 
tended to be organised around the TV/video set. 
At first glance, we might expect this spatial arrangement to have 
the effect of blurring the spatial dimension of the symbolic boundaries 
between educator and educand. In turn, we might expect this to reduce the 
distance in hierarchy (hierarchical rule) between lecturer and student. 
However, this blurring can be more than 'compensated' by means other 
semiotics: if, for example, the lecturer adopts a lecturing disposition in 
which s/he does most of the speaking, or if s/he consciously or unconsciously 
exhibits a very formal body language or hexis (Bourdieu 1990), or if the form 
of questioning frames responses very strongly, then these semiotics would 
more than compensate for the weakening of the framing of 
educator/educand rules in the spatial semiotic. In the following paragraphs, 
I will explain why and how this happened in many of my seminars. 
I structured my seminars according to two different modalities: one 
involved discussing ideas introduced in the lectures. I will call this the post-
lecture modality. Another involved preparing and then analysing students' 
video production exercises. I will call this the video exercise modality. This 
last modality can be sub-divided into planning and analysing modalities. 
During the seminars which I organised along the lines of the post-
lecture modality, I invited students to ask questions about the lecture, and if 
there was no question, I returned to some of the key points and asked 
students if they had understood this or that point. The 'informal' seating 
arrangement, and the greater intimacy of the space itself may have 
weakened the framing of the roles of educator and educand vis-a-vis the 
lectures (indeed students later reported that the size of the lecture hall was 
a significant inhibiting factor when it came to asking questions). However, 
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in retrospect it is clear that a combination of factors acted to 'compensate' 
for this weakening of the boundaries. To begin with, my questions tended to 
be couched in an academic discourse which many students found 
intimidating. Moreover, my posture, and emphatic tone of speaking, gaze 
(looking questioningly from student to student) acted to reestablish the 
educator/educand boundaries where hierarchy is concerned. All of this 
meant that, contrary to what might be expected from this curricular genre, 
it was I who usually asked the questions, and returned to points made in 
the lecture during the post-lecture modality. 
This dynamic can be explained in part with reference to my own 
inability to render 'invisible' my own pedagogy, on this level. The 'art' of the 
seminar is to 'fill' the teaching space, with the learning space. This was not 
an 'art' that I had acquired at the time. It is, however, important to 
politicise and make more complex this explanation of the seminar process. 
As Bernstein notes, the students' protagonism in 'invisible' pedagogies may 
be more apparent than real, and indeed I want to argue that the real, or 
main function of post-lecture seminars in my seminars and in those of my 
colleagues was one of control. Controlling the students' appropriation of 
knowledge. This need for control must be linked to the relative lack of 
control of the pedagogic communication in lectures. The lecture genre is 
generally based on the rule that students will mostly remain silent. This 
rule, which is the sine qua non of the lecture genre, creates a dilemma to the 
extent that it makes it difficult, if not impossible for the lecturer to know 
how each student has appropriated the lecture. When seminars follow 
lectures, they thus must operate as a device with which to encourage 
students to make their appropriation of lectures public. This allows 
lecturers to evaluate, and if necessary, correct the appropriations. That is 
to say, the seminar space plays a key role from the point of view of the 
control of the learning process. I would argue that this was the main 
function of seminars in Communicating Science. This reinterpretation is 
important because it enables one to understand that the lack of student 
protagonism in my post-lecture seminars was as much the result of my 
own failure to acquire the rules of realisation for seminars, as it was an 
oppositional strategy on the part of students. For students to remain silent 
in seminars, is to maintain control over their appropriations, at least in 
that context. 
The above dynamic was very much the dynamic that prevailed in 
seminars that followed concept-oriented lectures. After such seminars, I 
asked students questions about the lecture, or invited them to comment, 
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and was frequently met with silence. Consciously or unconsciously-- or 
perhaps both-- students were resisting my efforts to encourage them to 
make public their appropriations of the concept-oriented lectures. This is in 
direct contrast to what happened after media analysis lectures. In the 
seminars the followed media analysis lectures, there was almost always 
more participation. However, when there was this greater participation, 
the 'opposite' problem arose: the enthusiastic responses reiterated poor 
commonsense discourses about the media. This was, I believe, the 
fundamental dilemma in my post-lecture seminars: the weakened framing 
invited greater participation, but it also meant that students were less 
likely to acquire the categories of the discourse being taught, at least in the 
first instance. 
The exercise modality of seminars (cf. the Communicating Science 
Syllabus, in Appendix XI, for a description of this modality) was quite 
different from the post-lecture modality. The exercise modality involved the 
following phases: the producer of each video exercise was asked to come to 
the seminar prepared to present the plans for her/his production, in terms 
of subject, angle, a basic narrative structure, and a description of any 
relevant practical-technical considerations. After the presentation, which 
was also meant to inform the rest of the production team about the next 
producer's plans, the seminar group was invited to discuss the pros and 
cons of the proposal. This included 'helpful suggestions', but also a critique 
of assumptions about the audience, the topic, and so forth. The students 
then went to workshops, where, over a two-week period, they first shot and 
then edited the exercise with the workshop instructor. They then brought 
the completed piece to the seminar for analysis. The analysis involved the 
followingritual: 
1. the piece was first shown 
2. I then asked the producers if they wished to comment on the video, 
especially on any relevant technical-practical difficulties they faced 
which we should bear in mind during our analysis 
3. I asked the whole group to engage in an analysis of the video (half of 
the seminar group had been involved in the production, and had seen 
the video, the other half, hadn't been involved and hadn't seen the 
video) 
4. After this I offered my own analysis, which was itself meant to 
prompt further discussion. 
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This modality, especially in its "planning" phase, was an example of 
invisible pedagogy inasmuch as students were invited to 'take control' over 
a context which had nevertheless been determined beforehand by myself. I 
weakened the hierarchical boundaries between educator and educand to the 
extent that throughout the modality, I became a moderator/listener. Of 
course, it would be naive to accept that I was just a moderator/listener; I 
simply shifted the modality of control towards a less visible form. This less 
visible form involved steering students towards a discussion of aspects, 
issues which suggested an uncritical understanding on students part. 
Having said the above, it is nevertheless true that the analysis was 
made more visible by the ritualization of the analytical sequencing. Once 
again, in retrospect it is clear to me that this form of sequencing served to 
reestablish boundaries between myself as lecturer, and the students as 
students. The ritualised nature of the sequencing acted to reinstate a sense 
of structure in the discussion, and thereby undoubtedly signalled my 
(controlling) presence. 
In terms, finally, of the criterial rule, the whole modality was an 
example of invisible pedagogy inasmuch as the emphasis was not on 
attaining an individualised, and quantifiable performance with very discrete 
categories of achievement. Instead it was on developing a shared critical 
disposition vis-a-vis the process of science communication. The disposition 
which I hoped students would learn was a reflexive, and self-reflexive one 
with respect the discourses being produced, reproduced, or contested in the 
video exercises. In retrospect, it is clear that I taught this disposition not so 
much with a set of explicit criteria and systematic instructions (e.g. an 
actual methodology of analysis, which would be conducive to learning the 
disposition) as with 'observations' whose underlying assumptions were 
relatively implicit. 
Just as post-lecture seminars were meant to control students' 
appropriation of lecture materials, exercise seminars were meant to control 
students' realisations and their interpretation of those realisations in 
workshops. To the extent that at times students failed to bring in plans for 
their exercises, and to the extent that they failed to engage in a dynamic of 
critical analysis, then this relation broke down. This too, can be interpreted 
as an oppositional learning form. 
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5.3 Workshops 
The workshops were taught by instructors, and had a contact-time of two 
hours each week. Students attended a lecture, then a seminar, and then a 
two-hour workshop (in some cases, the workshop occurred the following 
day). In terms of contact-time, the workshops thus had the same duration 
as the lecture and the seminar, combined. But whereas lectures were 
plenary sessions, and seminars involved groups of about 12 students (or 
two workshop production groups), the workshops involved single production 
groups of about six students. This meant that the workshops, which were 
supposed to be subordinated in importance to lectures and seminars, 
actually involved pedagogic spaces which, in principle at least, allowed for a 
greater control over each individual's acquisition of categories. 
In consultation with the senior instructor, I planned the overall 
structure of the workshops as follows: the first three weeks were devoted to 
teaching students to use S-VHS portapaks; the following weeks were used 
to produce ENG type exercises, on the basis of a rota system; and after 
each student had had a chance to produce one exercise, work began on a 
single "final production" per group, which was a short documentary or a 
long news report (cf. Syllabus in Appendix XI for a detailed description of 
structure of the exercises, and the final production.) 
Analysing pedagogic practice in workshops is a task that is made 
complex thanks to the fact that it involved not only different modalities of 
teaching and learning within the workshop genre, but links with different 
modalities across curricular genres: I have already explained that although 
the 'hands on' work occurred in the workshops with the guidance of 
instructors, the planning and analysis ostensibly took place in part in the 
seminars. Although officially I was in charge of providing supervision for 
this last aspect, as the course progressed it became clear to me that the 
instructors too, were taking an active role in the planning process, albeit 
with very different criteria from my own. 
This meant that the pedagogy of teaching-learning media production 
was a 'cleft' one. From my perspective, the emphasis was on teaching a 
critical disposition, rather than on the acquisition of specific skills. In this 
sense, my emphasis was on a relatively invisible pedagogy. Teaching 
students specific skills in media production was subservient to teaching 
students a more critical disposition vis-a-vis media production, and the 
communication of science, in general. From the perspective of the 
instructors, the emphasis was on teaching very concrete operations and 
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tasks, on the basis of more explicit forms of hierarchical relation, 
sequencing, and learning criteria. Their emphasis was on a relatively visible 
pedagogy. 
I began to discuss the contradictory nature of the two discursive 
orientations in previous sections. The contradiction becomes more explicit 
when I identify and describe specific pedagogic modalities within the 
workshop genre. I will call these the learning equipment modality; the 
field production modality; and the editing modality. 
The learning equipmentmodality occurred throughout the year, but 
especially in the first three weeks, and during editing sessions. This 
modality involved a highly visible pedagogy, in terms of hierarchy (with the 
instructor clearly established as the one who possessed technical 
knowledge), sequencing (with very discrete stages of learning as students 
were taught about each function of the equipment, in a discrete sequence), 
and criterial rules (from a technical-instrumental perspective, a relatively 
'digital' knows I doesn't know how to use particular types of equipment). The 
one exception to this rule occurred with (the increasing number of) students 
who had some previous experience using video cameras, and thus 
considered themselves to be 'experts'. Here, a weakening of the hierarchical 
rules occurred which was analogous to the one analysed with respect to 
media studies. 
The field production modality, which involved the actual shooting 
process in the field, was designed to give the instructor the chance to give a 
more contextualised form of instruction: instead of teaching students about 
video production techniques in decontextualized manners (e.g. in the studio, 
by means of an abstract exercise), I asked the instructor to teach students 
about the different techniques in the context of actual ENG situations, and 
on a 'need to know' basis. Had it been taught in this way, this modality 
would would have involved a more invisible modality of pedagogic practice, 
with the potential for a significant weakening of the hierarchical rules (the 
educator as part of the 'team', and no longer working in the more formal 
educational context of classes), and with a weakening of the sequencing 
rules (teaching and learning would be based on a far more fluid, and less 
rigidly sequenced acquisition of categories). 
In retrospect, it is unsurprising that after the first few weeks, it was 
this aspect of the teaching that especially the senior instructor came to be 
the most strongly opposed to. This form of teaching, more than any other, 
entailed a weakening of framing and thereby a potential loss of control (or 
the perception of a loss of control). The senior instructor felt that teaching 
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and learning needed to occur in the studio, by means of the traditional in-
studio exercises. For this reason, instead of accompanying students on 
shoots, the instructor simply sent students off to do their shoots on their 
own. As a result, the pedagogy broke down entirely within this modality. 
Students in effect had no instruction when they were shooting in the field. 
This meant that most instruction imparted by the instructors (as 
distinct from that provided by myself as lecturer) occurred in the editing 
modality. To be sure, video editing is, in general, the key decision-making 
process in video production. It is the aspect of production where the 
narrative is assembled and given the form that will be seen by the viewer. 
During the editing sessions, the instructors assumed the role of producer, 
telling students what to do unless the students had a very precise idea of 
what they wanted to do, which was seldom the case. Here it is a matter of 
some interest whereas my own teaching was meant to elicit a 
contextualised and contextualising critical disposition (e.g. what meaning 
might this or that technique have in this or that context) the teaching and 
analysis carried out by the instructors on this level was based on a realist 
discourse, and on a scholastic model of grammar (Odin 1978): in effect, 'this 
is how it's done' or 'this is how it is done by professionals'. 
It was statements like these which most clearly established a 
contradiction between my own orientation, and that of the instructors. 
Whereas my own theory of instruction was meant to question techne and 
eidos, the instructors' theory of instruction was meant to encourage 
students to reproduce the eidos of 'professional' science communication. 
However, I have already noted that I did not structure the module on the 
basis of explicit criteria for an alternative eidos, or indeed, on explicit 
criteria for the questioning of eidos. This, coupled to the strong temporal and 
spatial classification of lectures and seminars on the one hand, and 
workshops on the other, led to the reproduction of the very dualisms which I 
was keen to bring to an end. 
6. 	 Orientation to the market-place 
As originally planned by the School of Media Studies, the orientation of the 
Communicating Science module was meant to be unambiguous: the 
module, like the modules in the School of Media Studies' main BA (Hons) in 
Media Studies, was designed to be structured along the lines of what I have 
identified as the autonomous modality of combined courses. In this sense, 
127 
the presence of media production in the module was designed to be 
something akin to an audio-visual teaching aid: it was meant to provide a 
space in which students could have a 'lived' experience of some of the 
production dynamics, and semiotic processes analysed by researchers. 
This theory of instruction was a problematic one. First, it ignored the 
social fact that most students, many lecturers and indeed certain SCC 
aims and objectives interpreted the presence of media production in terms 
of the market-oriented modality: the teaching of media production as a way 
of preparing students to become 'effective science communicators'. To fail 
to address this conception-- as the 'media practice as teaching aid' theory of 
instruction did-- was to fail to engage with a significant, indeed perhaps the 
most significant source of contradiction within the degree. 
As part of the above problem, the designers of the module overlooked 
the ambiguity generated by the insulation of workshop activities, from the 
rest of the teaching activities. This insulation, I have shown, recreated the 
very boundaries between 'theory and practice', 'skills and critical 
disposition' which a more critical orientation would have to contradict. 
Lastly, this theory of instruction was a liberal one-- that is, a 
conservative one-- inasmuch as it privileged the teaching of media studies 
for its own sake, in a manner that paralleled the orientation of more 
traditional autonomous degrees like literature and history. Students were to 
be taught to 'think critically', with little or no regard for the question of 
employment, the transformation of employment conditions, and in general, 
the whole question of developing an alternative media politics. 
The changes which I instituted in 1994/95 were meant to address at 
least some of these problems. However, my analysis suggests that instead 
I opened something of a Pandora's box where the module's orientation to 
work was concerned. Whatever its problems, the original 'autonomous' 
orientation was unambiguous in one respect: it did not attempt to link 
media studies with the development of a more critical praxis in media 
production. Indeed, the two discourses, media studies and media production, 
went their separate ways. The new (1994/95) structure changed this by 
effectively subordinating the teaching of media studies to the teaching of a 
critical media production disposition. This shift rendered ambiguous the 
orientation to work for three reasons: first, as I have already explained, I 
did not provide a sufficiently explicit, and coherent integrating principle with 
which to relate the teaching of the two discourses. As part of this problem, 
I did not propose alternative forms of science communication. And finally, I 
left intact the intra-modular boundaries, which I have explained were 
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carriers of the very forms of classification and framing which I wished to 
contest. I shall explain in chapter four that this ambiguity may have 
actually encouraged a reading of the module which reduced it to an un-
critical, vocational orientation to science communication. 
7. Conclusions 
In this concluding section, as in the concluding section in chapter two, I will 
first provide a summary of the key findings of the chapter. Thereafter I will 
discuss the relation between the results of the analysis of pedagogic 
discourse on the level of the Communicating Science module, and on the 
level of the SCC course as a whole. 
The following is a summary of the findings: 
• the recontextualization of media studies and media production was 
initially governed by a collection code, and by a pedagogic discourse 
which framed media production as a 'teaching aid' for the acquisition 
of categories of media studies. The changes I introduced weakened 
the classification, and changed the pedagogic discourse. Despite this 
shift, there continued to be a strong classification of the different 
curricular genres (lecture, seminar, workshop), and this preserved a 
certain curricular space for separate, and contradictory pedagogic 
discourses in the workshops. Moreover, my own framing of the 
relation between media studies and media production lacked a 
sufficiently explicit, and coherent integrating principle. Indeed, in 
some ways it constituted a return to the framing that prevails in 
many vocational courses in media studies. That is, media studies as 
the 'theory' that implicitly `guides"practice'. This meant that, despite 
the weakened classification, the module remained organised along 
the lines of a collection code. 
• From the perspective of my own pedagogic discourse, the discourse 
of media studies was in effect transformed into a regulative 
discourse, and media production, into an instructional discourse. In 
turn, this framing meant that the (implicit) integrating principle 
contained fundamental contradictions in discursive orientation. 
These contradictions were not addressed or resolved by my teaching. 
Moreover, they were strengthened by efforts on the part of the senior 
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instructor to maintain the prior forms of classification, and thereby, 
the ability of instructors to teach on the basis of their own theories of 
instruction. 
• Relative to the overall SCC degree, and especially to pedagogic 
practice in the science modules, the Communicating Science module 
was based on a relatively invisible pedagogy. However, there were 
considerable variations across internal curricular genres 
(lecture/seminar/workshops), and indeed, across modalities within 
those genres. Some aspects of the module were based on a pedagogy 
which was as visible as that of the science sectors of the module. 
• Finally, there was considerable ambiguity in the module from the 
perspective of its orientation to the market-place. The fact that I 
was unable to resolve fundamental contradictions on the level of the 
regulative orientation of the module meant that the relation to the 
market-place was made ambiguous. Indeed, and as I shall explain in 
chapter four, many students interpreted the module's aims in terms 
of preparing them for professional science communication, that 
is,the reproduction of the techne and the eidos of traditional forms of 
science communication. 
I will now discuss the implications of this pedagogic process, in relation to 
the process analysed in chapter two. I will link the dynamics within 
Communicating Science, to those in the broader SCC curriculum. 
Here the first insight is that an analogy can be drawn between the 
dynamic of classification and framing on the SCC degree as a whole, and 
the dynamic within the Communicating Science module. In both cases, 
those of us teaching on the course attempted to frame categories in ways 
which interrupted the modalities of classification and framing-- the codes--
governing the pedagogic device, and thereby, pedagogic discourse. In both 
cases, there was an attempt to move from what I now would describe as a 
collection code, to an integrated code. But in both levels, a collection code 
continued to prevail. Indeed, in both levels, there was a process of 
`internalisation' of the forms of classification promoted by the dominant 
pedagogic devices: in both SCC in general, and in Communicating Science in 
particular, categories which were previously entirely separate were brought 
together, but on the basis of a relation which preserved the same 
fundamental relations: pedagogic relations, social relations, and relations of 
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subjectivity. 
The second aspect that I wish to consider with respect to the inter-
relation is that the analysis I have conducted in this chapter reveals the 
extent to which my own teaching, as much as the overall logic of SCC 
curriculum, contributed to the marginalisation of critical media and cultural 
studies discourses within the SCC course. In chapter two, I explained that 
these discourses were neutralised by the following factors: the reduced 
space given to them in the curriculum as a whole; the degree of insulation 
between and indeed within the various strands; and finally the logic of 
`oppositioning', which reduced the critical discourse of media and cultural 
studies to the status of the 'subjective', 'non-scientific' discourse which 
confirmed the 'objective', 'scientific' status of the science teaching. I believe 
this chapter has explained in detail how my teaching may have contributed 
particularly to this last dynamic of symbolic, subjective oppositioning. 
The last aspect which I wish to consider concerns the instructor's 
role in this process. It is a matter of considerable interest that there was a 
certain continuity between the positivist orientation of scientists, and the 
realist orientation of the instructors, in the sense that both were intent on 
teaching students very visible categories for a depoliticised manipulation of 
forms (natural or symbolic). That is to say, there was a certain congruity 
between the orientation of science lecturers, on the one hand, and 
instructors, on the other. From this perspective, it is unsurprising that 
many staff members in the Faculty of Science inverted the hierarchy 
established within the School of Media Studies, and viewed the acquisition 
of visible categories of media production as the primary aim of the module. 
The effect of this was to further isolate the ideologically critical orientation 
of media and cultural studies within the SCC degree. 
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Notes 
1 In the University technicians with teaching functions were called 
"instructors". I will use this term from here onwards when referring to staff 
who are described as "technicians" in many other institutions. 
2 Though used mostly by the School of Media Studies, the Audio-Visual 
Services constituted an autonomous unit within the Faculty of Humanities. 
It was accountable directly to the Humanities dean. 
3 For critiques of this kind of discourse, see Williams (1983), and Ang 
(1990). 
4 See for example, Gardner & Young (1981); and Silverstone (1985, 1986). 
5 For an example of this type of approach, see Shortland & Gregory (1991). 
6 As I explained in the introduction of this thesis, the category of media 
studies, unless otherwise stated, is used in a very general sense and 
includes Film Studies, Television Studies, Image Studies, Media and 
Cultural Studies, and Communication Studies. It also includes courses 
which have a more traditional disciplinary approach: for example, the 
sociology of the media. The category of media production includes television, 
film, radio, the written press, and more recently, information technologies 
and multimedia. Clearly, the different titles mark what are at times 
important differences in instructional and regulative discourses. I would 
nevertheless argue that the pedagogic modality can be treated as a general 
one insofar as the different courses share the following, fundamental 
modality of classification: media production is classified as 'practice', and 
media studies is classified as 'theory'. 
7 A variety of 'primers' attempt to systematise these rules of good style. It 
is significant that not many of these primers are actually written by full-
time practising producers; many are written by ex-producers devoted to 
education. For an example, see Millerson (1990). 
8 For a discussion of the inter-relationship of craft and industrialised 
discourses, see Bordwell et al. (1985). 
9 For reasons of space, I cannot engage in detailed discussion of this 
dynamic, or indeed of the transformation in this dynamic which has been 
brought about by the advent of what Mattelart & Mattelart (1990) have 
described as a post-fordist, cybernetic rationality. 
10 See for example, Arthurs (1989). 
11  I do not wish to propose that this continuum is a comprehensive,and 
exhaustive one; other, less common orientations exist which do not fit 
within this scheme, or which actually attempt to subvert it thanks to an 
awareness of its ideological nature. Moreover, I will suggest in this chapter 
that an instructor can use a different theory of instruction for structuring 
different aspects of teaching, i.e. a realist theory for editing, and an idealist 
theory for the overall production project. 
12 An investigation could be written about the tendency in Media and 
Cultural Studies to conflate interdisciplinarity, with a weak framing of 
academic discourse. 
13 It is worth noting that the social semiotic approach used in the course 
was quite different one from the one developed in this thesis; the approach 
was the one developed within the field of media and cultural studies by 
Hodge & Kress (1988). 
14 See for example, the work by Berger (1982). 
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15 See R. Silverstone (1985; 1986). The work of G. Myers (1990) can be 
thought of as another exception, but its analysis draws more on the field of 
linguistics and the sociology of knowledge than it does from media studies. 
16 For a description of this form, see Burch's (1973; 1990) characterisation 
of what he calls the "Institutional Mode of Representation". 
17 See G. Bettetini (1984) for a fascinating analysis of the problem of the 
subject of enunciation in film and television. 
18 I propose that the above categories, and the overall theoretical approach 
that I am using, may be used to provide an account for the development of 
something like a general 'student genre' which may have many shared 
features across a variety of institutions, and courses. 
19 For example, the concept of text and the concept of discourse are in a 
dialectic relationship: one is the product of the other, but each reproduces 
the other. Moreover, and as with most non-positivist social theory, the shift 
from analysing empirically verifiable phenomena to phenomena of meaning 
(or 'meaningful phenomena') necessarily entails a loss of the bounded 
nature of knowledge which is regarded as a requirement for the positive 
sciences. Indeed, at this point, I would like to put forward the following 
hypothesis: pedagogic discourses which recontextualize technical (cf. 
Appendix I) instructional and regulative discourses are more likely to be 
realised by visible pedagogies; whereas pedagogic discourses which 
recontextualize critical-hermeneutic (or 'practical and emancipatory- cf. 
Appendix I) instructional and regulative discourses are more likely to be 
realised by relatively invisible pedagogies. If proven to be correct, the 
reasons for this might include the following: technical forms of reasoning 
tend to exhibit relatively strong and explicit forms of classification and 
framing. Hypothetico-deductive forms of reasoning operate by isolating 
variables, in order to attempt to establish causal relations between them. 
The success of the enterprise depends to a great extent on the capacity of 
the researcher to insulate categories from one another in a manner which 
leaves no doubt, or seems to leave no doubt, about what counts as x, as y, 
and as z. To be more precise, the research is based on a rhetoric that 
attempts to reduce and even conceal the interpretive nature of the 
production of knowledge. It is not gratuitous that the results of such 
research are frequently referred to in terms of "bodies of knowledge": the 
metaphor of body is a metaphor of boundary which works inasmuch as the 
epistemology employs categories which produce distinctly bounded 
knowledge. In contrast, interpretive or hermeneutic epistemological 
approaches (cf. Appendix I) weaken the overall strength of the 
classification and framing. This by signalling the interpretive nature of 
social research; and secondly by proposing categories which are either not 
so insulated from one another, or are insulated according to less empirical 
criteria. 
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Chapter 4 
Student Receptions of Pedagogic Discourse 
Introduction 
In this chapter, I will complete the analytical phase of my research 
process. I will do so by turning from the level of "relations within" the 
pedagogic text-- what I have thus far described as the construction of 
pedagogic discourse-- to the level of "relations to"-- the reception of the 
pedagogic text. 
I explained in chapter one that the analysis of "relations to" the 
pedagogic text is an important aspect of the analysis of pedagogic 
communication. As Bernstein (1990) notes, a particular pedagogic 
discourse may or may not be realised by a course, but also, what is taught 
is not necessarily what is learned. Any effort to explain pedagogic 
communication must thus also analyse the students' "relations to" the 
pedagogic text, and this is the task that I propose to engage in the present 
chapter. 
Before I begin to do so, I wish to clarify some aspects of my 
methodology. The first aspect involves the identification of this 
methodology. Methodologies of reception research are commonly referred to 
as being "ethnographic". This, however, would not be an accurate 
description for my own research'. A full ethnographic investigation into 
students' reception would require the linking of learning practice to what 
Bernstein (1990) refers to as "local practice": peer relations, family 
relations, the shift from the family context to the educational context, and 
so forth, each of these studied over a period of time. Though relevant, such 
an investigation is beyond the scope of the present research. To be sure, 
Bernstein himself does not develop a methodology for an ethnographic 
account of the learning place. Investigations described in Bernstein (1990) 
and Bernstein (1996) show that Bernstein tends to structure research 
about the acquisition of pedagogic discourse in almost experimental ways. 
For example, in one case, Bernstein investigated the acquisition of codes by 
asking middle- and working class students to classify food items (cf. 
Bernstein 1981). 
The research which I have carried out for this chapter is similar, 
though not identical to Bernstein's method of investigating "relations to". 
Having analysed the construction of pedagogic discourse on two different 
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levels, I now will investigate the extent to which students acquired the 
different modalities of classification and framing realised by pedagogic 
discourses on the level of the SCC course as a whole, and the 
Communicating Science module in particular. In keeping with the focus of 
the overall thesis, I will examine in greater detail the responses of the 
students who took the Communicating Science module in 1994/95. 
The following are the dynamics of reception which I will be 
investigating: first, the manner in which students responded to the 
supposed presence, but actual absence, of an explicit integrating idea, and 
integrated code in the SCC curriculum. I explained in chapter two that 
various course documents suggested `interdisciplinarity' as the integrating 
principle for an (integrated) curriculum. I have shown that there was no 
such integration; on the contrary, there was an unrecognised collection code 
in operation. How, then, if at all, did students respond to this code? 
Second, I am also interested in investigating the extent to which 
students reproduced the modality of classification and framing science 
which is characteristic of the "Two Cultures" pedagogic device. I explained 
in chapter two that the pedagogic discourse on the level of the SCC course 
internalised this modality, and thereby privileged scientific discourses in 
several ways and levels. Did students acquire the same orientation to the 
relation between science and humanities categories? 
Third, the manner in which students responded to ambiguities on the 
level of the course orientation to the marketplace. In chapter two. I 
explained that the course was ambiguous, if not contradictory where its 
orientation to the market was concerned. How, then, if at all, did students 
respond to this ambiguity? 
Last but certainly not least, I am also interested in investigating the 
relation between the above dynamics, and responses to the 
Communicating Science module. I explained that collection code continued 
to structure the Communicating Science module, insulating media studies 
from media production, and producing ambiguity where the orientation to 
work in science communication was concerned. How, if at all, did the 
students resnond to this code, and this orientation? 
In all of the above questions, it is imnortant to note that I have not 
assumed that there was a single modality of response to each of, or indeed 
all of the above questions. Moreover, although this is perhaps obvious, it is 
important to note that when I pose the question about students' relation to 
pedagogic discourse, this does not wean that I expected students to 
consciously appropriate something which they themselves recognised as 
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`pedagogic discourse'. The question is a theoretical one, and indeed a 
practical research problem which I had to resolve was to find a way of 
answering these questions by means of empirical research. 
I have solved this problem as follows: I have used course evaluation 
forms, and student assessments as an indirect way of answering the above 
questions. Put somewhat more technically, I have decided to treat 
responses to course evaluations, and completed assignments as texts by 
means of which students, regarded as empirical pedagogic subjects, 
demonstrated indirectly whether or not they had acquired the modalities of 
classification and framing that were carried by the pedagogic discourse. 
I have used the following texts for this purpose: first, student 
responses to an SCC course evaluation which course staff members and I 
carried out with first, second, and third year students. Second, student 
views during a staff-student meeting which took place during the the Fall of 
the 1995/96 year, and during which second year students (the first year 
students of the 1994/95 year) expressed a number of complaints about the 
SCC course. Third, student responses to a Communicating Science module 
evaluation which I carried out towards the end of the 1994/95 academic 
year. Finally, two different assessments which I required first-year 
students to complete for the Communicating Science module: a textual 
analysis, and the final video production. 
In this chapter, I will analyse each of these texts. In section one, I 
will begin by describing SCC student recruitment practices. This will 
provide some general contextual information for the following analyses. In 
section two, I will analyse responses to the SCC evaluation forms. In 
section three, I will analyse student views during the staff-student 'crisis' 
meeting. In section four, I will investigate the responses to the 
Communicating Science evaluation form. Finally, in section five, I will 
analyse the two assessments. 
1. 	 SCC students: recruitment practice and some demographic 
markers 
In 1994/95, admissions in SCC were handled almost exclusively by the 
Science Faculty2. A member of the science faculty decided what students 
took the course, in consultation with the Award leader, and with the central 
University administration. Decisions regarding student numbers were 
taken in relation to the University's internal recruitment targets which 
were in turn linked to State funding. In the U.K., the state penalised 
institutions with any significant deviation from published targets. This 
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explains why, although the course was originally designed to have a yearly 
intake of approximately 30 students, in the 1993/94 academic year this 
figure rose to 50. The sharp increase in the SCC course was used to help to 
compensate for shortfalls in recruitment in other degrees offered by the 
University, and thereby avoid the penalties3. 
That a degree as new and as different as SCC did recruit so many 
students can be attributed almost entirely to the popularity of media 
studies. Indeed, between 10 and 15% of SCC students initially attempted to 
gain entrance to the BA (lions) in Media Studies offered by the School of 
Media Studies. Moreover, during each of the 1993-94, and 1994-95 
academic years, between three and five SCC students (or approximately 
10% of the student body) attempted to transfer into the Media Studies 
degree offered by the School of Media Studies. Many other students 
attempted to gain entrance in less demanding degrees in media, 
communication, and art and design degrees. 
I explained in the introduction to this thesis that during the early 
1990's, combined courses in media studies experienced a process of 
phenomenal growth. In this context, it is a matter of considerable interest 
that both the course leaflet (Appendix VII), and the university prospectus 
(Appendix V) represented the SCC degree in ways that began by describing 
employment prospects for degree holders in terms of media or science 
communication-related jobs. In effect, it would appear that the university 
used the media aspect of the SCC course to recruit students. To the extent 
that only a relatively small proportion of the degree was actually devoted to 
the study of the media, and that the degree had an ambiguous orientation 
to the science communication market, this constituted a highly 
problematic strategy. I will describe some effects of this strategy later in 
this chapter. 
I will now describe the actual entry requirements for the course. 
These requirements were set by the original course designers, in 
consultation with the university requirements. The table below specifies 
the entry requirements for SCC, but also for two other courses for the sake 
of comparison: the BA (lions) in Media Studies, and the BSc (lions) in 
Applied Biological Sciences. 
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Degree 	 GCSE 	 A-level Subjects 
	 BTEC 	 Access 
	 GNVQ ! Scottish 
diploma Courses Advncd Highers 
SCC 	 Maths, 	 12 pts 	 None 	 ! 4M 	 j Yes 	 ! M 	 BCC 
English 	 Specified 
(R) 
BSc 	 'English, 8-12 pts ' Biology 
	 3M in 
	 ! Yes 
	 ! Pass-M , CCC-BCC 
Applied i Maths 
	 ! (R) ' Science 1 	 in 
Biological ! (R), 	 'Chem. (R) , Diploma , 
	 Science 
! Sciences Biology, 
	 subject 
Physics, 
Media 	 English BBC 	 Media 
	 13D & 	 ' Yes 	 ' M in 	 ABBE 
Studies 	 l(R) 	 Studies 	 3M 
	 kite- 	 I Media/ 
! 	 ! (P) & 	 marked Comm C 
Arts/Soc 	 course , or above 
Table 1 Entrance requirements for three courses in the University 
The comparison reveals firstly, the considerable differences in the strength 
of the framing of the entry requirements. Whereas the other two degrees 
specified at least some field requirements, SCC specified none. Second, the 
entry requirements from the perspective of A-level marks show that 
although requirements for SCC were higher than those for the Science 
degree, they were closer to those of the BSc than those of the BA(Hons) in 
Media Studies. A requirement of 12 points means that in principle at least, 
a student with three D's could gain admittance to the SCC degree. So here 
too, there was a weakening in framing, vis-a-vis the Media Studies degree. 
To be sure, approximately half of the 1994/95 first-year students 
failed to be accepted in the college of their choice, and were thus classified 
by the UCAS (University and College Admissions Services) system as 
being "clearing" students, i.e. students whom are placed wherever there 
were available spaces. This was in stark contrast to the requirements for 
entry to the Media Studies course. 
What about the student body itself? Table 2 provides a break down 
by year, sex, and age of the students taking the SCC course during the 
1994/95 academic year. 
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Year Total 17-18 19-20 21-22 23-24 25-30 31+ 
1 25 Female 3 15 4 1 1 1 
20 Male 	 , 2 13 3 0 0  2 
2 25 Female) 15 ! 7 1 
— 
1 1 
0 13 
 f 
3 1 2 
t 
23 Male 
3 21 Female, 0 7 10 	 , 2 0 2 
12 Male 
	 : 0 5 7 0 0 0 
Total 126 
	 , 5 68 34 5 4 10 
Table 2 Gender and age of students taking SCC, 1994195 
It might be expected that each year, despite a small number of so-called 
`mature students', the average age of students would rise. Instead, there 
was a surprisingly small difference between the median age of year one, and 
year two students. This is explained by the fact that a substantial number 
of first year students took a year longer than usual to enter college, and this 
happened mostly because these students failed to achieve the entry 
requirements for the college of their choice. They thus decided either to take 
their A level exams again, or reapplied for courses the following year. 
Earlier, I mentioned the category of 'mature' students. Each year 
approximately ten percent of students were accepted by the university, 
which were classified as 'mature' students: students entering college at the 
age of 21 or older. As can be seen in table 2, several of these students were 
31 or older. The framing of entry requirements for these students was in 
some respects weaker than it was for other students: mature students 
could enter the degree simply by taking a designated access course in a 
local college of further education4. 
Where gender is concerned, it is significant that in all three years, 
there were more female than male students. In many science courses, 
there is the opposite tendency. The course did contradict this tendency, and 
thereby, at least one of the cruder discursive features of the pedagogic 
device: the tendency of this device to exclude female students, and thereby 
to reproduce what feminist scholars have described as the patriarchal 
ideology5 of science, and of science institutions. (I will argue later in this 
chapter that the course nonetheless failed to address more fundamental 
issues of gender and ideology.) 
Where social class, 'race' and ethnicity are concerned, the 
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information that I could obtain is less reliable than the above because it 
comes from a course-wide evaluation form that students were asked to 
answer just before the new academic year began in October, 1995. The 
questions were of the 'self-reported' type, and thus were not likely to be 
highly accurate, especially from the point of view of social class 
identification. (Appendix XIV has a description of the way in which these 
surveys were administered, as well as the results.) The results of the 
evaluation forms indicate that about two thirds of all SCC students were 
middle class, with about a third from working class backgrounds. The 
results also suggest that only about one percent of all of SCC students 
were from ethnic minorities. To the extent that the city in which the 
University is located is a multi-cultural metropolis, the extremely low 
percentage of Black, Asian and other ethnic groups suggests the 
reproduction in the course of a white, middle-class "bias". It is likely that 
the configuration of students also reflected another social division: what 
would appear to be a growing class distinction between so-called old, and 
new universities, with the so-called 'new' universities taking far more 
working class students than the 'old' universities, and with a greater 
proportion of upper-middle class, and high class students going to the 'old' 
universities. 
2. 	 The SCC course evaluation forms 
I will begin my analysis of the "relations to" the pedagogic text by analysing 
the SCC course evaluation forms. I begin with these because the number of 
questions and topics which they explore provide the most general set of 
responses to various aspects of the SCC course. Before reading the 
analysis, the reader may wish to turn to Appendix XIV, which contains 
copies of the evaluation forms, and which describes the context in which the 
evaluation forms were developed as well as some problems which occurred 
in their administration. 
The forms asked students to evaluate the previous year's 
experiences. In this sense, they can be regarded as evaluations of the first, 
second, and third years, even though students completing the forms were 
about to begin their second year, third year, or post-graduation careers, 
respectively. For this reason, I will refer throughout this chapter to 
students who were about to begin their second year as first-year students 
(Y1); students who were about to begin the third year, as second-year 
students (Y2); and to students who were about to begin their careers (or 
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lives after the university) as third-year students (Y3). Moreover, when 
referring to the different evaluation forms and their questions, I will use the 
following system of abbreviation: Y1, Y2 or Y3 will identify the year involved 
(following the same principle as above); and Q(X) will identify the question 
involved. For example, Yl:Q7 signifies form evaluating year one (students 
beginning their second year), question number seven. Since I am 
particularly concerned with analysing pedagogic communication in the 
context of the first-year Communicating Science module, my analysis will 
centre on first-year (Yl) responses. However, towards the end of this 
section I will comment on similarities and differences with second-year 
students. As I explain in Appendix XIV, I will not refer to the Y3 evaluation 
forms because the sample was too small, and was not anonymous. 
Before beginning the actual analysis, I wish to make three important 
observations. The first is that any evaluation form necessarily shapes the 
responses of its respondents. In this sense, and contrary to the logic of 
positivism, the problem is not to avoid framing responses, but rather, to try 
to understand how a question frames responses. But even here, the textual 
nature of the process and thereby its interpretive nature mean that the 
researcher can never be completely aware of how her/his questions may 
have framed responses 6. This is point is valid not just for these general 
course evaluations, but to all other evaluations which I will be referring to 
in this chapter. 
The second observation concerns the qualitative nature of my 
analysis. I will not attempt to engage in a statistical analysis of the 
correlation between various answers, or indeed attempt to generate a 
model which is capable of predicting responses. Instead, the emphasis will 
be on using the students' responses to answer the research questions which 
I posed earlier in this chapter. 
The last observation concerns the scope of my analysis of responses 
to the evaluation forms. Each evaluation form contained approximately 
one hundred questions, some of which contained several categories of 
response. Although the surveys contain a wealth of information, I will not 
be able to cover all, or even most of the categories which they explore. To be 
sure, it is important to remind the reader that the evaluation forms were 
not designed for the purposes of this thesis. They were designed to provide 
the SCC teaching team with answers to the many questions which this 
team desired to investigate in relation to the student body. 
I will begin with an analysis of responses to closed questions. 
Responses to the first of the general questionnaire questions (cf. Yl, 
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Appendix XIV), which asked students how satisfied they were with the 
overall course, suggested that most students were quite satisfied with the 
course, found it quite enjoyable, quite interesting, and quite useful (Y1:Q1-
6). The results to these first questions suggest student satisfaction with the 
course. Of course, the term 'satisfaction', like any other in a closed question, 
is open to interpretation: what does it mean for the respondent and for the 
analyst that a student is 'quite satisfied'? Indeed, an analysis of responses 
to other closed questions in the surveys, which can be taken as indirect 
evidence of students' satisfaction with the course, reveals a significant 
contradiction: approximately 60% of first-year students said that they 
either wouldn't choose the SCC course again, or were unsure whether they 
would choose it again (Yl: Q7). This more negative orientation was echoed 
by other responses: there was a high level of self-reported absenteeism in 
year one, and one of the most common justifications given by students for 
missing class was boredom with the course (Y1: Q33). Moreover, 
approximately 80% of year one students spent 10 hours or less studying for 
the course, above and beyond class contact time. Of these, 40% reported 
spending five hours or less (Yl: Q30). (Year one students nonetheless 
suggested in follow-up questions that they should have devoted more time 
to the course [Y1: Q32]). I propose that when taken together, the above 
results either contradict the apparently positive orientation of most 
students, or force the analyst to produce a more complex interpretation of 
the first answers. 
General questions both shape, and assume the possibility of, a 
totalizing response to the course. However, the surveys included more 
specific closed questions, which asked students to evaluate different 
modules, and different aspects of the course. An analysis of the 
differentiated questions reveals the following trend. Responses to questions 
asking students to rate how enjoyable, difficult, and interesting they found 
the individual modules and subjects taught within the modules suggest a 
negative orientation towards most science modules/subjects (cf. Y1:Q8-10; 
Q14-16, but especially towards the 'singular' sciences (as opposed to the 
regionalized sciences); and a positive orientation towards the humanities 
modules/subjects, but especially to media production subjects. Indeed, it 
was the maths aspect, as taught in the CNGM module (Computing, 
Numerical, and Graphical Methods), that was deemed by most students to 
be the least enjoyable, the most difficult, and the least interesting (cf. 
Y1:Q8-10; and Q14-16). And it was the "Issues" module, which was also 
taught by science lecturers, but which was taught as a regionalized 
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discourse, which received the most positive evaluation amongst the science 
modules. (The Issues module was taught as an applied science, bringing 
together two or more disciplines, to analyse concrete, and for the most part 
recognisable and in this sense visible issues: exposure to sun and skin 
cancer, environmental issues, and so forth.) 
In contrast to the responses to the singular sciences, a majority of 
first-year students assigned a very high, and very positive value to the 
media production aspect of the course. This was expressed in several ways. 
The subject heading 'media production' received the highest positive ratings 
for any subject in the course (cf. Y1:Q14-16). Moreover, a majority of 
responses to questions asking students what subjects should be given more 
or less time suggested that students wanted more media courses, and less 
science (cf. Y1:Q19 & 20). The 'hypervaluation' of the media may have been 
linked to the fact that the overwhelming majority of students who had given 
some thought to what they wanted to do once they graduated from the 
course suggested that they would like to work in some media-related job (cf. 
Y1:Q101). 
I will now analyse the responses to the last four questions (Y1:102-
105), which were constructed on the basis of a more open format. I will 
begin with Y1:Q102, which asked students to describe the aims and 
objectives of SCC. The answers to this question can be classified into the 
following groups: 
14 students described the aims and objectives as learning how to 
communicate science. The following are some examples of these answers: 
"To equip people to communicate science clearly, with experience 
how to communicate practically." 
"To provide us with the ability to communicate science in a 
competant [sic] manner using various mediums of 
communication" 
"It gives students the ability to understand the basics of some 
elements in science so that they could be capable of reporting + 
explaining these elements to the general public" 
"To make SCC students science literate and to give them the 
ability to communicate this science to people who may not be 
science literate." 
Seven students described the aims and objectives in ways which alluded 
either to the "Two Cultures" ideal of integrating science and the humanities, 
or to the liberal ideal of getting a 'well rounded' education: 
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"Giving people a broad education and, therefore, an understanding 
of a wide range of issues relating to science in one way or another" 
"Covering all science + media issues" 
"I would argue that the aims of SCC would be to incorporate the 
knowledge of science into society, thus making it a less daunting 
subject." 
"To develop an understanding in all departments of science, past 
and present and to establish links and mergers with these into 
cultural and social subjects within society, and their applications. 
Five students left the space blank, and two assumed that the 
question was asking them not to describe, but to rate the aims and 
objectives. One student said that the aims and objectives didn't seem to be 
clear: "They don't seem to be that clear. -- the link between St. Andrews 
[the humanities campus] + Central [the Science campus] is not at all 
clear". 
Where the questions about the most positive, and most negative 
aspects of the SCC course were concerned (Y1:103 & 104), the students 
responded as follows: 12 students mentioned the media production, the 
science communication, or the media analysis as being the most positive. 
The following are some examples of these responses: 
"The media and literature studies are more positive aspects than 
the science studies." 
"The media presentation." 
"The media side" 
"Video production" 
"Links between science + the media -- even if it is a BA!" 
"The way in which the course makes the students more aware of 
the role of the media." 
"Media + production at St. Andrews [the Humanities campus]" 
Six students responded by suggesting that the most positive aspect of the 
course was its "variety", or the "broad subject range". This was a response 
that also emerged during oral evaluations of the course, and in the written 
evaluations of the Communicating Science module (cf. section 4, below). 
Conversely, the aspects which were most frequently described as the 
144 
most negative aspects of the course were the singular science aspects--
maths, physics, and the CNGM module in particular. 13 students described 
these as being the most negative aspects. The following are some examples 
of these responses: 
"The mathematical/physics side -- only because they are not my 
speciality." 
"Too much complex maths, science-- not explained fully enough." 
"Occasionally, we seem to go just slightly to [sic] scientific and 
away from the social implications in some modules (MPLP) in 
particular." 
"Physics + CNGM to [sic] advanced for people with no science 
back ground [sic]" 
"The large amounts of sciences" 
"The things like advanced maths and physics because the 
majority of people on the course were not expecting such 
involvement with these subjects i.e.. I gave up physics when I 
was 13." 
"Its [sic] a BA degree and media + science should be given equal 
amount [sic] of time." 
Nine students responded in ways which can be linked directly or indirectly 
to the process which I described in chapter two as the absence of a clear 
integrating principle, and the lack of communication generated by the 
collection code: 
[the most negative aspect is] "The fact that the course seems a 
little bit disorganised at times, but being new course [sic], it has 
to be understood and accepted." 
"Difficulties in communication between the science & humanities 
lecturers. [and below this line] It's hard to describe to others what 
the course is!" 
"Huge variety of subjects can be confusing" 
"Sometimes people perceive a lack of overall direction" 
Three students left the question blank, and two said that there were no 
very negative aspects in the course. 
Students responded to the most weakly framed (the most open) 
question (Y1:105), which asked students to provide "any additional 
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feedback which you feel is important", as follows: 19 students left this 
question blank. Those who did respond, responded almost exclusively with 
negative responses. A variety of aspects were mentioned; however, six of 
the responses could be directly or indirectly linked to disillusionment with 
the course's failure to develop a strong media strand: there was too much 
science and too little media; and the course was sold as a media course, 
which was in fact not the case. Along with this response, there were some 
comments about pacing in general ("I feel the lecturers sped through 
topics", "Sometimes I've felt that we're trying to do too many modules with 
not enough detail"), the lack of a clear integrating idea ("make sure people 
work towards a common aim"), and about problems in the criteria of 
assignments ("Sometimes I don't fully understand what is needed in an 
assignment re what we are requested to do."). Only one comment was 
explicitly positive: when asked to give any additional feedback, one student 
said 
Nothing I haven't already mentioned springs to mind, at the half 
way point of the 1st yr I would have said the science, culture and 
communication didn't seem to interconnect, but this changed and 
the links formed as the year progressed. This I would point out to 
any 1st year student perhaps feeling slightly confused or 
demoralised about S.C.C. 
Given the loss of key pages in several of the evaluation forms, it is 
not possible to examine the evaluations forms in a way that attempts to 
link answers systematically to class, and educational background. It is, 
however, possible to analyse the responses in relation to gender. Here my 
analysis reveals the following trend: in general, female students tended to 
be more critical of the course, and especially of the singular science 
aspects, than were male students. Proportionally, far more men found the 
overall SCC course to be enjoyable than did women (Y1:Q3); far more 
women found the course to be very difficult than did men (Y1:Q4); far more 
men found the course to be very interesting than did women (Y1:Q5); and 
again far more men would pick the course again if given the chance (Y1:Q7). 
A similar pattern could be found with respect to evaluation of the science 
track of DSCC, and of the rest of science modules, barring the 'Issues' 
module. Men tended to express a 'superlative' positive orientation towards 
the science aspects of the course that was out of proportion to the 
male:female ratio, and vice-versa: women tended to express a 'superlative' 
negative orientation towards science that was also out of proportion to the 
female:male ratio (cf. Y1:Q8-10, and Q14 & Q16). Finally, in the last open 
questions, after considering the overall proportion of women to men in the 
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course, far more women expressed discontent with the science aspects 
than did men (cf. Y1:104), and far more women were willing to provide 
negative feedback in the question asking for any other feedback (cf. 
Y1:105). 
Before making some concluding comments for this section, I will 
compare and contrast these responses to the responses of second-year (Y2) 
students. How do these compare to first-year student responses? There are 
some similarities, as well as some differences. Like first-year students, 
most second-year students answered that they found that the SCC course 
was quite enjoyable, quite interesting, and quite useful (Y2:Q1-6). But like 
year one students, a majority of second-year students either wouldn't pick 
SCC again, or were unsure about this point (Y2: Q7). Year two students did 
not spend much more time studying than Year one students, with 66% 
spending 10 hours or less a week on their course work (Y2: Q30). There was 
also a high level of absenteeism amongst year two students, and again, one 
of the most common justifications given by students for missing class was 
boredom with the course (Y2: Q33). Second year student responses also 
mirrored first year student responses in that the most common suggestion 
regarding what modules/subjects should be dropped and which ones should 
be increased was that there should be less science, and more media 
production (Y2:Q20-22). Along a similar vein, a significant, though 
somewhat reduced proportion of second year students also aspired to work 
in the media after graduating (Y2: Q101). Perhaps most importantly, a 
substantial number of students suggested that the most negative aspect of 
the course was its "disorganisation" and/or and the lack of integration or 
communication between the two faculties (ten students) (Y2:104). Indeed, 
the tone of these responses was sharper among second year students than 
it was in first year students. 
So much for the similarities in the responses. What, then, were the 
differences? In module by module, and subject by subject descriptions 
(Y2:11-13 & 17-19) second-year students did not express as negative an 
orientation towards singular science subjects as did first-year students. 
Indeed, the very negative evaluation which most year one students 
expressed towards the CNGM module was expressed by most year two 
students towards the Reception of Science module (which I taught, along 
with Communicating Science). As one student put it, the Reception of 
Science module made "a mountain out of a molehill". Many students were 
also critical of the Science Journalism module, which they felt needed to be 
reorganised? . Finally, the gender difference noted with respect to year one 
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responses was less evident in second year student responses. 
When comparing the two sets of responses, it is nonetheless 
important to note that the curricular structure of the second year was 
more 'balanced': the presence of a second media/cultural module (Science 
Journalism) significantly altered the Science/Humanities balance by 
increasing the curricular space devoted to humanities modules, and 
(concomitantly) decreasing the space devoted not just to science modules, 
but particularly, to non-regionalized science modules. 
What, then, can we can conclude from the results of the SCC 
evaluation, where first-year students are concerned? The first conclusion is 
that most students experienced a strong ambiguity with respect to the 
course; even as many answered the general questions in a relatively 
positive manner, many suggested in more specific questions that they had 
doubts about the course, and that their day to day participation in the 
course was relatively low. The second conclusion is that most students 
tended to have a strongly negative orientation towards the modules that 
required them to engage with the most abstract, 'singular' disciplines or 
interdisciplines. This was in marked contrast to their highly positive 
orientation towards regionalized modules/subjects organised along the lines 
of relatively visible criterial rules (e.g. 'Issues' and media production). 
This polarity constitutes a modality of framing in its own right. It 
was a modality reemerged even more strongly amongst first-year students 
the following year (cf. section three, below). A key aspect of the modality of 
framing was not just an oppositional, but also a vocationalising evaluation 
of singular science modules/subjects, and media production subjects. As 
part of this process, it is significant that many students 'left out' the 
historical component of the course. Indeed, many assumed that the science 
communication, and not the DSCC strand, was at the heart of the degree. 
This constituted a direct contradiction of the discourse contained in the 
para-curricular markers, which suggested that DSCC was the 'core' or 
`spine' of the degree. Finally, from the perspective of the differentiation of 
responses, the most important finding of the evaluation form was the 
gendering of responses especially where the singular science subjects were 
concerned. This suggests that, whatever gains the course made on the level 
of recruitment, it continued to be dogged by the presence of a patriarchal 
discourse, at least on the level of responses to the course. 
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3. 	 The staff-student meeting 
As I explained earlier in this thesis, I decided to focus my analysis on the 
construction and reception of pedagogic discourse in the Communicating 
Science module, during the 1994/95 year. However, an event occurred in 
the Autumn of 1995/96, which had direct relevance to my research. 
Second-year students (Y1 students during the period being researched) 
experienced what can be described as a crisis in confidence in the SCC 
course. Their feelings of dissatisfaction, frustration, and even anger were 
first expressed by student representatives during the Autumn Award 
Management Committee (AMC) meeting. During this meeting, student 
representatives suggested that several students were considering dropping 
out of the course, and that there was widespread dissatisfaction with 
several aspects of the course. The course leaders decided to organise a 
special staff-student meeting, in order to give students a chance to express 
the reasons for their dissatisfaction, and to give staff the opportunity to 
respond to any criticisms and/or problems. Appendix XVI contains a 
description of the context, some relevant primary documents which framed 
the session, as well as notes which I took during the meeting. 
Before analysing the proceedings, I wish to make two observations 
with respect to this meeting. The first is that at the time when the 'crisis' 
occurred, I was on a half-year research sabbatical, and thus was not 
teaching any of the SCC modules. The second observation is that, although 
the meeting was extra-ordinary in the sense that it was not one of the 
regular administrative meetings (like the AMC meetings), this was not the 
first time that SCC students had a crisis in confidence, or indeed that a 
special meeting was organised to give students a chance to express their 
dissatisfaction. Since the course took in its first cohort of students in 1992, 
staff members were forced to organise similar 'crisis' meetings virtually 
every year (one exception was the 1994/95 year). Each time, the meetings 
were triggered by strong student complaints about the course as a whole, 
and about particular modules. 
The first item in Appendix XVI is the 'provisional agenda' which the 
award leaders set up to structure the staff-student meetings. Students 
were asked to meet first in "focus groups" of six students "to discuss issues 
raised about the course". Staff met in a "parallel group of their own". After 
a break, students were asked to reassemble into the groups, but this time 
with one or more staff members present at each "to see how points raised 
in first session might be addressed." This was, lastly, to be followed by a 
149 
plenary session (all staff and students), in which all complaints would be 
shared and after which a plan of action would be drawn up by staff in 
response to student views. 
This structuring of the meeting was clearly one which attempted to 
control student responses. That is to say, following this strongly mediated 
scheme, and not having students express their complaints more directly, 
may have led to the suppression of at least some complaints, and the 
realisation of others in ways which reduced their subversive potential. The 
initial talk given by the award leader, and the breaking down of students 
into small group which were mediated by lecturers are likely to have had a 
particularly strong framing effect. Despite this, it is clear that students 
were nevertheless given the opportunity to, and indeed did express strong 
complaints during the plenary session that followed. 
The following is a summary of the views expressed during the 
plenary meeting which followed the small group meetings. 
All of the groups suggested, either directly and indirectly, that there 
was too little media production in the course. In some cases, this was 
contrasted to the presence of too much science, and/or too much history. 
Indeed, one group suggested that the course was too 'backward looking'. 
All groups criticised either the lack of communication between 
lecturers; the lack of a 'link' between the two faculties; the lack of a clearly 
perceived relevance of one or more courses; or the lack of a clear identity 
for the course, and thereby, amongst the students themselves. 
Four out of the five groups (G1,G2,G4,G5) made statements 
which suggested, directly or indirectly, that students were concerned with 
the degree's relation to work: the students were worried about the degree's 
relevance to jobs; there should be more work experience as part of the 
course; the course should establish more contacts with potential 
employers; the course should teach more skills; the degree should invite 
more media producers; it was difficult to describe the degree to potential 
employers (this last point can be linked to the question of identity). 
In this context, it is significant that the second-year modules in the 
Science Communication strand were the objects of particularly strong 
criticism, albeit each for different reasons. Four of the five groups criticised 
the second-year Science Journalism because it had dropped the DTP 
element which it had in 1993/94, and because it was too focused on 
`traditional' broadsheet journalism. Three of the groups criticised the 
Reception of Science module because its objectives were not clear, and 
because they did not understand what the relevance of this module was. 
150 
How do these responses relate to the questions I posed at the 
beginning of this chapter?. The entire 'crisis', and indeed most of the 
different group's complaints, can be linked to the absence of a coherent and 
visible integrating principle in the degree, and along with this, to the degree's 
ambiguity with respect to the marketplace. Students were responding to 
the lack of integration and communication generated by the collection code. 
Moreover, they were responding on the basis of the expectation that the 
course was, or ought to be, not just vocational, but entirely market-oriented 
(though interestingly enough, not one student used these particular terms. 
This suggests that for most students, a market-led orientation was not an 
`option' : it was the only possible orientation). 
I now wish to engage in a more detailed analysis of one group's 
proposal, that the course should teach the science in the Central campus, 
and then teach students how to communicate it in the St. Andrews 
campus. As the student representative for this group put it, "We should 
learn science here at Central [at the Science campus], go down to St. 
Andrews [the humanities campus], and communicate it there." This 
proposal provoked widespread agreement amongst other students 
attending the session. I believe that it was highly significant for a number 
of reasons. 
First, the statement was in effect an effort to propose an integrating 
idea that filled the void created by the collection code which I analysed in 
chapter two. Second, the proposal illustrated the vocationalising orientation 
which was the dominant orientation amongst SCC students. The proposal 
took for granted that students ought to be taught to teach science 
communication. Third, the proposal classified and framed the various 
discourses which make up the course in a manner merits a close analysis. 
On one level, the proposal clearly constituted a transformation of the 
course's modality of classification. It excluded the history and literature 
elements of the humanities degree-- all there was, was science, and science 
communication. In this sense, the response echoed the modality of 
classification which I noted in section two, above. In addition, it attributed a 
certain parity to each of the classified elements (science and science 
communication) and thereby transformed, or appeared to transform, the 
degree's framing modality. In contrast to the curricular code, which framed 
the teaching of science in a manner which implicitly established the 
superiority of this discourse (cf. chapter two), and which failed to explicitly 
relate this aspect to the discourses of media and cultural studies, the 
student's statement suggested that the two categories were equally 
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important, and in close relation. From this perspective, the classification 
and framing in the statement transformed and simplified the three-strand 
classification at work on the level of the curriculum. 
However, it would be a mistake to deduce from the above that this 
student, and others who agreed with this view, were contradicting the 
dominant modality of classification and framing. I propose that on a more 
fundamental level, the proposed integrating idea did reproduce the 
dominant coding orientation. This in spatial, temporal and logical terms. In 
spatial terms, the student's integrating idea clearly treated the different 
campuses as metaphors for the two 'sides' of a divide: the Central campus 
as representing science, and the St. Andrews campus as representing 
humanities. The same classification and framing was reproduced in 
temporal terms. This to the extent that the integrating idea suggested that 
science should be learned first, and then students should learn how to 
communicate it: this established not only a narrative of temporal 
progression, but also an implicit hierarchy: students should learn first 
about science, and then to communicate it. 
To suggest that students should learn science first, and then to 
communicate it implies an instrumental, and linear model of science 
communication, and indeed, an instrumental and linear model of the 
pedagogy of science communication. Science communication as the 
delivery of information by means of a channel; teaching and learning about 
science communication as teaching and learning the information, and then 
the means with which to control the delivery of this information. The 
underlying assumption was that science constituted not only an 
unproblematic entity, but one which could and ought to be communicated. 
The normativeness of this 'ought' was the same normativeness of many if 
not most of the lecturers on the course, a normativeness which echoed 
Royal Society's (1985) regulative discourse, according to which science 
should be treated as a privileged form of knowledge which 'the public' could 
and should benefit from. 
I now wish to analyse in more detail the students' criticisms of 
modules in the science communication strand. To begin with, it is 
interesting that the students' criticism of the science journalism module 
suggested that the they did not classify written journalism as constituting 
`true' media production. In this context, to lose the unit on DTP, offered the 
previous year in the second half of the module, was to lose the last full, 
`future facing' media production aspect in a course which most students felt 
had too little media' and too much science'. 
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A similar orientation applied to the evaluation of the Reception of 
Science module. Whatever the problems in the actual delivery of the 
module in that year7, it was clear that once again, students were having 
difficulties understanding the place and role of a module devoted to audience 
research, and to the popular understandings of science communication. In 
this sense, their response to this module was not entirely dissimilar from 
their response to the first-year CNGM (computing, numerical, and 
graphical methods) module. What was the purpose of such a 'theoretical' 
module, if students were to become science communicators? Again, this 
response suggested a vocationalising tendency which contradicted the 
autonomous orientation which had led the founding practitioners to design 
and to include the Reception of Science module in the first place. 
To conclude this section: the texts generated in the staff-student 
meeting can be regarded as a radicalisation of the framing trends noted in 
the responses to the SCC evaluation forms. Although in this case there 
was no explicit opposition to the science categories, there was strong 
opposition to the lack of a more explicit vocational, and market-led 
orientation in the degree. Moreover, there was a marked discontent as a 
result of the lack of a clear integrating principle for the degree. In the 
absence of such a principle, at least some of the students were, in effect, 
proposing their own integrating principle. This principle reproduced the 
fundamental modality of framing in the SCC degree, even as it transformed 
it by omitting the historical discourses of the degree. 
4. The Communicating Science module evaluations 
In this and in the following sections, I will analyse student responses in the 
context of the Communicating Science module. Whilst the same general 
questions will be guiding my enquiry, I will be looking more specifically for 
clues to students' receptions of pedagogic discourse in the Communicating 
Science module, as distinct from, but at the same time as related to, 
pedagogic discourse on the level of the SCC curriculum. 
The first text that I will analyse is a module evaluation form which 
students were asked to complete in the Communicating Science module 
during the last week of classes of the 1994/95 academic year (cf. Appendix 
XV). The evaluation form asked students to explain what were the "most 
valuable" and "least satisfying" aspects of the Communicating Science 
module; what were the "most valuable" and "least satisfying" aspects of 
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the SCC course as a whole; and finally to evaluate numerically both levels 
on a scale of 0-10, where 0 was 'very bad' and 10 was 'very good's. Appendix 
XV contains copies of each student's response to the evaluation, as well as 
a description of the circumstances in which the module evaluation forms 
were completed. 
I will begin by describing the responses to the question which asked 
students to evaluate the module and the course on a scale of zero to ten. 
Overall, both levels were evaluated quite positively by most students. Only 
two students on the level of Communicating Science, and two students on 
the level of the SCC course, rated each category with a four or less. The 
mode for Communicating Science was eight (nine students), and the mode 
for the SCC course was nine (six students). Scores for Communicating 
Science were bunched around the scores of seven and eight, while scores for 
SCC were more or less evenly grouped around the scores of six, seven, 
eight, and nine. The sum of each evaluation shows that students evaluated 
the SCC course slightly more positively than the Communicating Science 
module (155 vs. 150). This suggests a more positive evaluation of the SCC 
course as a whole than might be expected given the following year's "crisis". 
I will now turn to the open questions. The responses to the question 
about the 'most valuable' aspect of the module can be grouped as follows: 
eleven students said that the most valuable aspect was learning a 'new 
language' or 'approach' to the media. Some of the students phrased this in 
ways which suggested they valued becoming more critical with respect to 
science communication. Ten students responded that the most positive 
aspect was the media production (six students suggested that both of these 
aspects were the most valuable; seven students suggested that the media 
studies-related aspect only was the most valuable; and four suggested that 
the media production aspect only was the most valuable.) Other responses 
included the well structured and organised nature of the module (2); the 
aspects involving group work (2); gaining a better understanding of the 
`public perception of science' (1); and the lectures and seminars 
(presumably in opposition to the media production workshops (1)). 
The responses to the 'least satisfying' aspects of the module can be 
grouped as follows: five students referred to the jargon' or the the language 
used in the course (especially in the lectures); four students referred to the 
lectures; and three students referred to the workshop exercises. Other 
responses included the lack of a theory-practice' relationship (2); too little 
media production (2); and too little contact time (2). 
The responses to the 'most valuable' aspects of the SCC course as a 
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whole, can be grouped as follows: six students suggested that the most 
valuable aspect of the SCC course as a whole was its 'variety' or the 
diversity of its subjects. Five students suggested that the most valuable 
aspect was gaining a new understanding, or insight to science; and three 
students suggested that the most valuable aspect was the media, or 
science communication aspect of the course. Other responses included the 
wide choice of careers made possible by the degree (1); the Humanities 
aspect (1); and the "broad education" provided (1). 
The responses to the 'least satisfying' aspects of the SCC course can 
be grouped as follows: the majority of responses--15-- pointed to the 
`singular' sciences (especially physics and maths). This response occurred 
directly (e.g. mentioning maths) or indirectly, by singling out the modules 
associated with the teaching of these: CNGM, and MPLP. Six students 
referred to the lack of integration, or lack of communication between 
lecturers in different subjects. Four students mentioned problems to do 
with the pacing of assignments. Other responses included the lack of 
theory-practice relations (1); too many lecturers on the DSCC module, 
making it 'bitty' (1); and too little media production (1). 
Having classified the different responses, I now will attempt to relate 
them to the questions I posed at the beginning of this chapter. 
To begin with, it is worth noting that, at first glance, a substantial 
number of the respondents evaluated in a positive way aspects of the 
module which could be related to the acquisition of the discourse of media 
studies. Eleven out of 21 respondents suggested that the acquisition of the 
`new language' [of Media Studies] was the 'most valuable' aspect of the 
course. As one student put it, 
I watch [TV] and all the way through it I sit and critique-- it stops 
you accepting all the implicit messages. 
However, this interpretation must be contextualised in a number of ways. 
First, not one student actually identified the approach -- Media Studies, or 
Media and Cultural Studies-- by its name. Second, the total number of 
respondents constituted slightly less than half of the students actually 
taking the course. To the extent that these students were probably the 
most 'motivated' students, then the possibility exists, indeed it is likely that 
a larger sample would have revealed a smaller proportion of students giving 
high marks to the Media Studies aspect of the course. 
In addition, some of the students who evaluated positively the 'new 
language' or new approach, also suggested a strongly empiricist frame 
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when they criticised that very language as a superfluous jargon': 
I feel some of the jargon hasn't been explain [sic] in a way that 
would help one understand what it mean [sic]. I would have 
though [sic] a sentence and a few examples would do but instead 
we get pages + pages of no straight answer. 
Indeed, although many students appreciated having their "eyes opened" (as 
one student put it) by the course, the status of the academic discourse was 
framed from the perspective of a positivist conception of social science. As 
one student put it in the evaluation form, 
... the lectures are often about opinions as well as facts and this 
can cause trouble as we all have different opinions. 
Responses like these, and indeed others which I will analyse in section five 
(below) suggest that at least some of the students who appeared to have 
acquired the rules of recognition and realisation of media studies, had in fact 
not done so. They had begun to treat media texts as representations, but 
this from a positivist perspective: as instances of 'bias' which, given a 
greater professionalism or a different approach, would produce a true 
replica of reality. In this fundamental sense, they had not acquired the 
category of representation. 
In chapter three, I suggested that my teaching tended to be 
structured around concept-driven, or media analysis modalities. In both 
oral and written evaluations, a number of students criticised lecturers 
based on the first modality for being "too full of jargon" or for being "long 
winded". It would appear in this sense that the concept-driven modality, 
aside from being relatively monotonously delivered, triggered particularly 
strong empiricist discourses amongst many students who considered the 
`jargon' to be unnecessary. 
Some responses in the evaluation forms seem to confirm a dynamic 
which my earlier analysis of the construction of pedagogic discourse 
referred to: I explained in chapter three that traditional or 'visible' 
pedagogies tend to be structured by a narrative of progression that 
implicitly promises that, eventually, the nature of the fundamental 
mysteries will be revealed. I noted that my own teaching inverted this 
narrative order by beginning with the moment of 'revelation', as constituted 
by an explanation of the Foucaultian concept of discourse. The following 
responses suggest that as a result, at least some students 'lost' the thread 
of the narrative: 
156 
It can be overwhelming trying to understand and see the 
relevance of the concepts that are being introduced for the first 
time. 
and 
I wish I could start again with the module at day one-- having 
been here for a year, I now feel I would understand and appreciate 
what's being taught a lot more. 
Although I only found this response in two evaluation forms, during the oral 
evaluation sessions that followed the completion of the written evaluation, 
many students suggested this experience of the temporal organisation of 
the course: they (felt they) had only begun to grasp the significance of the 
concepts towards the end of the course, long after the concepts had been 
introduced. 
The last aspect of the responses which I wish to analyse concerns 
students' appropriation of the theory-practice relation in the module. Most 
students failed to perceive any problems in the relation between the media 
studies and the media production discourses. They did not consciously 
perceive the problem of the lack of a coherent relation between the 
teaching of media studies and media production. If there was any problem 
on the level of Communicating Science, it was that there was too much 
`jargon' in the teaching of media studies, and too little time for the teaching 
of media production. 
Although the majority of students failed to perceive the absence of a 
coherent relation between media studies and media production, a small 
group of students did perceive that there was little or no relation between 
the lectures, and the media production work. These students framed the 
problem as follows: 
... it was difficult relating the information given [in the lectures] to 
the workshops. This made the module feel as though it was split 
into two sections as opposed to the information given in lectures 
complimenting the practical work done in the workshops. 
Another student said 
I found it irritating that there appeared to be two separate 
divisions of teaching [the student initially had written 'authority' 
instead of teaching]. This did affect group work where at times 
students had no direction. I dare say: P.S. Nils-- too much theory. 
C. -- [the senior instructor] too much cunning know-how." 
Or as another student put it, the least satisfying aspect of the module was 
"Not being sure how the theory fits into the practice". 
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Why was it that so few students were aware of, concerned with, or 
able to articulate the discontinuity, and indeed the contradiction between 
media studies, and media production? It would appear that for many of the 
students, there was no problem in the relation quite simply because the 
theory-practice relation was not an issue for them, at least where the 
relation between media studies and media production was concerned. This 
qualification is important because many of these students did feel that 
there should be a coherent theory-practice relation between science, and 
science communication, albeit along the lines of a linear conception of 
science communication (cf. section 3, above). In this sense, it would appear 
that the problem was perceived not on the level of Communicating Science, 
but instead, on the level of the SCC course as a whole, where many 
students expressed a desire for a more vocational orientation to science 
communication. Implicitly, the call for "learning science and then how to 
communicate it" excluded both the historical dimension of the course, and 
the media studies discourse. 
This suggests that, even by the end of the first year, most students 
assumed that teaching and learning about science communication entailed 
teaching and learning a market-oriented eidos for science communication: 
that is, they assumed that they would be taught how to communicate 
science as professional science communicators did. As I explained in 
chapter three, in general, the epistemology of this conception is non-
reflexive, and non-self-reflexive. Given this frame, it seems likely that most 
students did not perceive a 'gap' between the teaching of media studies and 
media production because questioning the dominant eidos was, quite 
simply, the unthinkable. If this interpretation is valid, then it suggests that 
those students who were not concerned with the theory-practice problem 
were bracketing off media studies along the lines of a collection coding 
orientation. Media studies (or the 'new language') was something to be 
learned, but not something to be related to the media production process. 
5. 	 Student assessments 
Thus far, my analysis has centred on a variety of texts which were 
generated in contexts which explicitly asked students to evaluate the 
course, or aspects of the course. I now wish to analyse texts which also 
provide insights to students' reception of pedagogic discourse, but which are 
very different from the ones examined previously. These texts are the 
assessments which students produced for the Communicating Science 
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module. I will begin with the textual analysis assessment. This assessment 
will enable me to investigate students' appropriation of media studies. 
Thereafter, I will analyse the students' final production. This assessment 
will enable me to investigate the extent and nature of students' 
appropriation of media production discourses, in relation to the 'critical' 
disposition which I expected students to develop as a result of learning in a 
combined module (media studies + media production). I will not analyse the 
first assessment (the treatment) because it was structured in a manner 
which did not actually require students to demonstrate the acquisition of a 
particular discourse. 
5.1 Textual analyses 
I will begin with an analysis of the textual analyses completed by students 
for the Communicating Science module. The Communicating Science 
syllabus (Appendix XI) provides a detailed description of this assessment. I 
asked students to work in groups of two to three (of their own choosing), and 
gave them a range of texts to choose from for the purpose of textual 
analysis. Students also had the option to propose a text themselves. Most 
of the texts for analysis involved a discourse about 'the natural' (cf. 
Appendix XIII). The following is a breakdown of the texts which students 
chose for analysis (those with asterisks are texts which the groups 
proposed themselves): 
1. Nuclear Electric broadsheet advert (4 groups) 
2. British Telecom broadsheet advert (3 groups) 
3. "Why a woman can't be more like a man" article in Good 
Housekeeping magazine (2 groups) 
4. Laboratoire Garnier Synergie Wrinkle Cream magazine advert* 
(2 groups) 
5. Anti-smoking advertising campaign on television* (1 group) 
6. British Gas Water Heating, Ballygowan Sparkling Water and 
Comfort Pure Silk magazine adverts* (1 group) 
7. AIDS Awareness Campaign adverts* (1 group) 
8. MOBY (popular musician) promotion leaflet, "Everything is Wrong" 
9. Natural History TV Documentary (1 group) (total=15 groups, with 
22 female and 18 male studentslo. 
Most of the different texts which students analysed are reproduced in 
Appendix XVII. Appendix XVIII contains copies of the 15 papers which 
were handed in. 
Given the limits of space and focus of this investigation, I will not 
engage in a detailed social semiotic analysis of each of the student texts. 
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Although a detailed semiotic analysis could certainly yield interesting 
findings (cf. section three, chapter five), it would have to be the object of a 
separate investigation. Instead, I will engage in an analysis which examines 
students' acquisition of some categories of social semiotics and media 
studies. My analysis will also explain how some of the different concepts 
and theories were 're-recontextualized' by students in their papers: if the 
lecturer recontextualizes texts, then students re- recontextualize the 
recontextualized texts, transforming them in ways that reveal the traces of 
an appropriating discourse. 
Appendix XIX contains a breakdown of the categories of analysis. 
These include categories which map the extent to which students organised 
their papers as required; the extent to which they introduced and defined 
their research approach; their use of categories like discourse, 
recontextualization, ideology and others; the extent to which they 
recognised the possibility of polysemy and ambiguity (or conversely, the 
extent to which students conflated their own reading with those of the 
`target audience'); the extent to which they engaged in an analysis of 
ideological relations; the bibliographies used by individuals and/or groups; 
and the individual and group marks which I gave the papers. 
I will now summarise the results of my findings of each of these 
groupings, in turn. 
Organisation of papers. As I explained earlier, I will not engage in a 
detailed semiotic analysis of the papers. Such an analysis would perhaps 
reveal interesting stylistic-discursive features in the papers. It is 
nonetheless worth noting that even if most of the groups reproduced the 
headings which I recommended for the analysis (cf. section on Textual 
Analysis in Communicating Science Syllabus, Appendix XI), there was 
considerable variation in how these categories were employed. For example, 
some groups had relatively close analyses in more than one section (see 
groups eight and ten. I shall refer to these and other groups as G8 and G10 
from here onwards). Some groups had a distinct section devoted to the 
question of the implied audience (see for example G7 and G13), whilst 
others had comments on implied audience dispersed throughout several 
sections (see for example Gll & G12). 
Theoretical Framework and Definition of Terms. Only two groups 
defined their theoretical approach as a semiotic (or "semiological") 
approach. However, in doing so, they did not explain what exactly this 
meant (G2 & G4). One other group said it was using a "content analysis" to 
study the content, and a semiotic analysis to study the form (G9). The rest 
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of the groups either failed to identify an approach but did define some of the 
working concepts (G1,G3,G10,G11), or did neither (the remaining groups). 
Those groups which did identify an approach, and/or did identify terms, 
appeared to do so to satisfy my framing requirements, only: there was little 
or no evidence that the group was using the proposed modality of 
classification throughout the paper. Indeed, in some cases the operational 
meaning of the term varied across the different sections of some of the 
papers which began by defining their terms (see for example G10 & G11). 
Use of critical concepts. I required students to define and 
operationalize concepts such as discourse, ideology, recontextualization, 
and others. Appendix XIX reveals that virtually all of the papers contained 
sections which did not make any use of one or more of the critical concepts. 
An analysis of the use of the concepts that the groups did employ suggests 
that in almost all cases there was either a very weak classification and 
framing of the terms; or an entirely different classification and framing of 
the terms, from the one I proposed in the course. The following is a list of 
some of the transformations which arose in this process of "re-
recontextualization": 
• the concept of text was almost universally used to refer to written or 
verbal texts, and not to refer to a semiotic unity 
• although many of the papers contained sections which suggested a 
certain understanding of the category of discourse, some sections re-
recontextualized this category as an implicit idea (G11) or as an 
argument (see for example G9,G10,G11). In many cases, students 
classified and framed terms in more than one way, within a single 
section. Most significantly, nearly all papers re-recontextualized the 
category of discourse in ways that failed to link it to the interests and 
values of particular institutions. That is to say, the concept was 
`dematerialized'. 
• the concept of ideology was interpreted by several groups as 'world 
view', and not as a relation of domination (see for example, G1, G4, G11, 
G12, G13, G15). Indeed there tended to be little differentiation between 
this concept, and the concept of discourse. As part of this process, 
almost all of the groups failed to specify in detail how a text might be 
promoting a relation of domination. 
Polysemy, ambiguity and implied audiences. One of my objectives in 
requiring group, as distinct from individual analyses, was that students 
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would be able to witness the extent to which the meaning of their chosen 
text was the result of a dialectic between the construction of the text and 
its reception in particular contexts. I recommended that if students had 
disagreements over the meaning, that this should be mentioned and 
analysed in the textual analysis as a form of polysemy. However, only five 
groups (G2, G6, G7, G8 and G14) had sections which considered the 
possibility of polysemy, or at least the possibility that texts could be 
interpreted differently by different groups. The majority of the groups either 
did not recognise the possibility of multiple readings (and/or reified 
meaning); or if they did recognise it, they did so in ways which reduced the 
problem of polysemy to an individualised reading process. For example, one 
of the groups suggested that "It is apparent from our differing 
interpretations of this that no matter how well you put across your 
message people are always going to make their own interpretation of it" 
(G14). 
Almost all groups had one or more sections which conflated their own 
reading of the text, with that of a 'public' or 'audience' which was either not 
specified, or was specified vaguely. For example, one student said, "the 
genre of the advert has fulfilled its role [sic]. It's hard hitting and powerful 
and succeeds in drawing the particular audience wanted" (G1). However, no 
evidence was provided to back up this statement. In this sense, it is a 
matter of some interest that only three out of the 15 groups (G1, G2, and 
G14) actually investigated what the 'target' audience of the text was. This 
was a requirement for the textual analysis. The rest assumed that the 
audience was either like themselves; or some stereotypical category which 
was neither defined, nor justified. For example, one student said "This 
advertisement was published in this year's May issue of the 'GOOD 
HOUSEKEEPING' magazine - a magazine which targets middle-aged, 
middle-class women in Britain"(G9). Another said "The readership of The 
Guardian is typically, middle class"(G12). None of these statements was 
backed up with references to the producers of the text, or indeed, a critical 
understanding of what it meant to be a 'middle-class' reader. On one level, 
this was to be expected: neither the SCC course, nor my own module taught 
students about the concept of class, nor about the difficulties and 
vicissitudes of classifying social groups as part of class cultures. However, I 
would nonetheless argue that the way in which most students handled this 
issue suggests that the importance of the reception dimension in general 
was neither understood, nor incorporated into the analysis. This is likely to 
be at least partly the result of the SCC classification and framing whereby 
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the whole reception aspect was relegated to a single module (The Reception 
of Science). 
Close Analysis. The lack of an awareness of the methodological 
orientation and boundaries is reflected in the nature of the analyses 
themselves. Some of the papers contained little or no close analysis of one 
or more aspects of the texts being analysed (see for example G6). Three of 
the groups did analyses which suggested a capacity to engage in what were 
at times extraordinarily coherent analyses (see for example G11). However, 
without exception, all of the papers engaged in forms of analysis which 
suggested no appropriation of the social semiotic approach. That is, their 
analysis was a 'common sense' analysis, which showed little or no 
understanding of the methodological displacements introduced in the 
course. 
Bibliography. The above point is echoed by the absence in most 
papers of detailed, and 'working' referencing systems. Those groups that did 
provide references frequently relied on my lecture notes and course readings 
for their analytical approach. However, the use of these was frequently 
tactical, in that students were citing readings to satisfy course 
requirements, only (see for example, the introduction in G8). Moreover, 
some of the groups which did show evidence of reading appeared either to 
have drawn on A-level reading This may mean that at least some of those 
students had acquired a critical disposition, prior to taking the 
Communicating Science module. 
Before interpreting the general significance of these results, I wish to 
consider the question of differential acquisition, in relation to the category of 
gender. Is there any evidence that there were systematic differences in the 
acquisition (or non-acquisition) of categories of social semiotics and media 
studies, that can be linked to the category of gender? Although it is 
necessary to be cautious about the validity of these findings11, my analysis 
suggests the following: first, I marked the papers in ways which led to the 
following difference in the marks: although the same number of female and 
male students obtained the highest individual marks (4 first class marks 
each), a disproportionate number of male students obtained upper second 
class marks (eleven males vs nine females, out of a total of 22 females and 
19 males). Moreover, nine females and no male student received a lower 
second class mark; and four males and two females received third class 
marks. Second, the concept of recontextualization was employed, correctly 
or incorrectly, almost exclusively by male students: seven sections 
authored by males employed the concept, whereas only one section 
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authored by a female did so. Third, sections authored by females were far 
more likely to refer to readings in media studies, than were male sections 
(eight vs. two sections). To be sure, far more sections authored by females 
than by males made footnoted reference to any readings whatsoever. 
Fourth, although more sections authored by female students failed to use 
the category of discourse (twelve vs. nine sections), more sections authored 
by male students used discourse in ways that suggested a different 
classification and framing of the term (seven vs. three sections). Finally, 
and perhaps most significantly, there appears to be a clear gendering of the 
choice of sections authored by students. In mixed groups, the tendency was 
for males to author the introductory and concluding sections. In mixed 
groups, the tendency was also for females to author the section which 
provided an overview of the structure. 
I now wish to consider what the results of this analysis may mean, 
from the perspective of pedagogic communication. Although I have just 
explained that there were some mixed gender differences in the process of 
acquisition, the results suggest that in general, all students, regardless of 
the gender, did not actually acquire the skills of social semiotic textual 
analysis, or for that matter, a critical (in the ideological sense of the term) 
disposition with respect to the reading of popular science texts. It would 
appear that they acquired neither the instructional, nor the regulative 
discourse of social semiotics. Although some groups did produce relatively 
detailed and subtle analyses, the results suggest that students did not 
acquire even the rudiments of the system of classification and framing 
which I attempted to teach. 
Given the results of my analysis of my teaching in chapter three, 
this is unsurprising. Faced with the relatively weak framing of the 
interdisciplinary framework, and the relatively invisible criterial rules, 
virtually all of the students responded with an even more weakly framed 
discourse, which was based on poor commonsense discourses, and/or on the 
discourses acquired in other learning contexts. 
It is likely that the absence of more strongly framed modalities of 
examination (e.g. unseen tests, testing for the knowledge of specific 
categories) and the possibility of doing textual analysis in groups (and 
thereby relying on the knowledge of those who 'did know') contributed to this 
dynamic In this sense, the structuring of the assessment itself may well 
have been an important factor in relation to the extent and nature of the 
acquisition (or non-acquisition) of media studies categories. 
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5.2 The final video productions 
In this section I will analyse the students' final video productions. Whereas 
my analysis of the textual analyses allowed me to investigate students' 
appropriation of media studies categories, an analysis of students' final 
production will enable me to investigate the nature of the appropriation of 
media production categories, and indeed their appropriation of media 
production categories in relation to media. 
Appendix XI, which contains the Communicating Science syllabus 
for 1994/95, offers a detailed description of this assessment. I will 
nevertheless begin by briefly describing the assessment. I required 
students to produce a four-minute long video documentary in groups of 
between four and six. The groups were the same groups as those which had 
worked since the beginning of the year in workshop exercises. The idea and 
topic for each documentary was chosen by each group, from amongst the 
treatments which all students handed in individually as part of their first 
assessment. Once each group chose a treatment, I asked them to write a 
rough draft of a script which we discussed in seminars. Those groups which 
completed this rough draft on time had time to hand in at least two more 
revised drafts before the final deadline for the final version of the script, 
which was due the last week of the second term. Each group was then given 
the four weeks immediately after the Spring holiday to shoot, and edit the 
production. I recommended that students should plan on having at least 
two two-hour sessions for the shooting, and two two-hour sessions for the 
editing. Each group was given the opportunity to request more time in 
advance if necessary. In the end, most groups spent between four and six 
hours shooting, and a similar amount of time editing. I have not included a 
copy of these videos with this thesis to protect the identity of the 
University. However, Appendix XX contains scripts of each of the final 
productions. 
Once the students completed the videos, I arranged to have a 
plenary session in which the students and I viewed the videos, and 
evaluated them. One week afterwards, each student was required to hand 
in a brief report which explained in a reflexive and self-reflexive manner, the 
extent to which s/he had fulfilled her/his role in an adequate manner; the 
extent to which the group had worked effectively; and the extent to which 
the video text itself had fulfilled the objectives which students set for it 
(detailed instructions for this piece are also described in the syllabus in 
Appendix XI. The reports themselves are contained in Appendix XXI.) 
From the perspective of the marking of the assessment, a key 
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aspect was the extent to which students were able to designate, 
investigate, and actually structure the video in relation to a particular 
audience group. Another was the extent to which students were able to 
communicate on the basis of an critical understanding of whatever topic 
they chose to communicate about. Finally, I also attached considerable 
important to the way in which students produced the video. 
It is not necessary to engage in a detailed analysis of the videos to 
realise that the groups did not acquire the rules of recognition and 
realisation for the discourses of media production, let alone a critical 
orientation to media production and modes of address. However, a detailed 
analysis reveals the precise regulative orientations which the groups videos 
did reproduce. 
Table 3 below contains a description of the topics selected by each 
group, the number of students per group, and a breakdown of production 
roles on the basis of gender. I will begin my analysis with reference to the 
topics chosen by the different groups. I told the groups that they could 
choose topics that they had covered in their Issues module, or any subject 
covered in the Communicating Science module itself. Six of the eight groups 
(Groups B, C, E, F, G, H) chose topics which were clearly locatable in the 
Issues module, and which recontextualized instructional and regulative 
discourses which were either taught in that module, or were close to the 
pedagogic discourse of that module: cancer research, electricity/transport, 
passive smoking, and the rise in asthma rates. Indeed all of these topics 
were treated in ways which privileged scientific discourses or the agents of 
such discourses. In most of these cases, the dominant feature of the text 
was a long interview with a scientist (a "talking head" interview) who 
played the role of the 'expert'. It might be thought, in this sense, that there 
was a relatively strong framing of what constituted scientific, and non-
scientific expertise. This was true in one sense, but not in another: only 
natural scientists were used to talk about natural science, but natural 
scientists were also used to talk about social phenomena which were 
clearly not within the domains of their expertise. 
For example, a cancer specialist was invited to give his opinion about 
the effects of the media on social perceptions of skin cancer in one video 
(Group C), and on the efficacy of an anti-smoking campaigns in another 
(Group D). A similar weakening of framing did not occur in the opposite 
direction: no social science expert was invited to comment on aspects of the 
natural sciences. It might be thought that there was a weakening of the 
frame in the vox populi interviews that several groups conducted. However 
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B Asthma-Pollution 613 1 31 F 
C  Skin Cancer 5 3 2 F 
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Table 3 Groups, Topics, and Gender in Student Productions. Key: 
G=Group; Topic; N=Nu mber of Students; F=Total Females; M=Total Males; 
Pro=Producer; Edit=Editor; Pres=Presenter; Cam=Camera; Scri=Script-
writer; Res=Researcher; Audience=Desig-nated Audience Group. 
these interviews were always represented in such a way that the discourse 
of the interviewees was made subordinate to that of the interviewers, or 
indeed to the representation of the scientific discourse itself. 
Despite this orientation, many of these videos suggested that 
students had not acquired the rules of realisation for utterances which 
conformed to a 'proper' positivist logic in science, or in journalism. The group 
which communicated about asthma did not fully articulate-- or for that 
matter understand -- the difference between a causal link between asthma 
and car pollution, and a simple correlation. The group which communicated 
about the anti-smoking campaign suggested a relation of causality between 
smoking and some forms of disease which was not justified by actual 
evidence. The video which compared coverage of prostate and breast 
cancer took for granted that there was greater coverage of breast cancer 
by the media, than there was of prostate cancer (to be sure, the group also 
assumed that such coverage determined, in and of itself, local knowledge of 
these diseases). These examples suggest that even if there was a positivist 
orientation on the level of the regulative, students had acquired neither the 
rules of recognition nor the rules of realisation of the instructional 
discourses of science by the end of their first year. 
I mentioned that two groups did not choose topics which could be 
easily located within the discursive domain of natural science. These were 
groups A (screen violence) and D (the anti-smoking campaign with John 
Cleese). However, it is worth noting that the first group (A) framed the 
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interview with a social science expert in a manner that reproduced the very 
discourse which the social science expert was attempting to contradict (the 
media effects discourse). The second group (D) used a natural scientist to 
comment on the efficacy of the anti-smoking campaign. Moreover, most of 
this group's video was dedicated to recontextualizing the health statistics of 
ASH, an anti-smoking pressure group. The manner in which this was done 
(superimposing character generated statistics over newspaper clippings) 
suggested a positivist regulative discourse inasmuch as students were 
employing a positivist rhetoric of statistics, i.e. the facts speak for 
themselves. 
A similar dynamic occurred in the production on skin cancer (Group 
C). This group interviewed a lecturer in media studies about media 
representations of fashion (this in relation to sun tanning). However, this 
same group treated a natural scientist as an expert in the media. Moreover, 
this group produced the video with the most manifestly sexist discourse: the 
video began by showing entire sequences of women in bikinis as an 
illustration of the sun tanning craze. At a later point in the video, this same 
group employed footage of women taken from the Baywatch series. The 
choice of images, and their representation within the video sequence was 
clearly organised by a 'male' gaze that did not encourage the reader to take 
critical distance from the representation as such. 
To be sure, this was not the only text which suggested a patriarchal 
symbolic ruler of consciousness amongst students. The video which 
compared media coverage of prostate and breast cancer framed the funding 
of research into the two areas in terms of a relation of antagonism, with the 
men's disease being 'unfairly' 'neglected'. The video about electric cars made 
use of video inserts which were based on gendered ways of representing the 
vehicles as 'technological marvels'. Perhaps most significantly, almost all of 
the presenters were young women who conformed to the dominant 
conceptions of female beauty (I will comment on the gendering of 
production roles, below). 
All of the videos attempted to represent their subjects using realist, 
non-reflexive forms of narration, or what Burch (1991) calls the 
institutional mode of representation. This I expected, as this is what the 
instructors taught the students. However, all groups, without exception, 
had not truly acquired the rules of realisation necessary to reproduce this 
style. First, all groups experienced at least some difficulty with basic realist 
conventions on the level of framing, shot movements, and montage. Second, 
all videos had problems of coherence on the level of the narrative. In 
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virtually all cases, the videos lacked a clear temporal organisation of the 
narrated (e.g. they lacked a clearly structured beginning, development, and 
ending), and a clear voice where the process of narration is concerned ('point 
of view', or style of narration). To the extent that this was not as evident in 
students' earlier video exercises, it seems clear that there was a gap, or 
relation of discontinuity between the training in exercises, and the making 
of the final productions. Put differently, the short exercises which students 
performed throughout the year were too short to actually bring to the 
forefront the problem of narrative organisation. This meant that in a 
fundamental sense, the exercises were not preparing them for the final 
production. 
Moreover, despite the fact that all groups claimed to be 
communicating with a particular audience group, not one video projected a 
clearly locatable implied viewer, that was different from the production 
group itself, and that conformed to the group's stated audience designation. 
To be sure, some groups designated such hazy categories that they could be 
made to include virtually any viewer (cf. table 3, above). 
I will now describe the production dynamics. The first thing I wish to 
describe is students' use of scripts. Writing initial drafts of scripts was a 
vital mechanism of control and interaction both within groups, and between 
groups and myself in the final productions. As in the video exercises, the 
scripts were designed to enable me to control the learning process in the 
final productions. Here, it is worth noting that all groups handed in one 
rough draft, but none returned a revised draft for further discussion. 
Instead, all groups waited to hand in the revised version as the final version, 
that is on the deadline for the handing in of final versions of scripts. These 
final scripts showed some changes on the level of the representation of 
certain aspects, but not on the level of the fundamental orientation, or 
indeed, in the structuring of the narrative. Several groups did not actually 
employ the final scripts to produce their final production. After the event, it 
became clear that students exploited the 'gap' between my own teaching, 
and that of the instructors to 'redesign' their final productions. 
During the production process itself, most groups engaged in the production 
process on the basis of a relation which weakened the framing of at least 
some of the production roles. This was particularly true of the roles of 
researcher, producer, and scriptwriter, where many groups had several 
different people sharing organisational tasks. In some cases (e.g. groups A, 
and F) the production was clearly organised by one or two students, with 
the rest adopting a cooperative, if not always enthusiastic disposition 
169 
towards the production. In other cases, either the producer did not have the 
skills to manage or lead, or the group was made up of students with strong 
personalities who competed to dominate production dynamics (this was 
especially true in group C). It was in these last cases where production 
groups experienced the most disrupted, or most conflictive production 
dynamics. 
In several cases, groups faced the difficulties created by students 
who either did not perform their assigned tasks, or did not show up at all 
during productions. This last phenomenon meant that on occasion a 
different student had to perform as cameraperson, or that the production 
had to be modified in order to cope with the absence of a presenter. 
But the most interesting, and problematic dynamic which becomes 
evident by means of analysis is the gendering of the adoption of roles within 
groups. In general, the rule was the following: females performed tasks 
which involved semiotic decisions 'on paper' (in planning stages), and 
presentational work; and males performed tasks which involved the 
technical realisation of semiotic decisions, off screen. Although this 
distribution may not seem problematic, in practice it meant that male 
producers had ultimate control over productions. 
The above relation can be quantified as follows: all but one of the 
producers were female. In seven groups with on-screen presenters, only one 
had a single male presenter (the other production with a male presenter 
also had a female presenter). The rest used young women. Despite the fact 
that there were approximately 12% more females than males in the module 
(cf. table 2, above), in roles requiring the use of equipment there was either 
parity in the number of men and women (editing) or there were 
substantially more men than women: in the case of camera, there was a 
five to three relation of male camera operators to female camera operators. 
As part of this same process, it is significant that with only one exception, 
it was always males who did not fulfil their duties, 'dropped out' or even 
`resigned' from researcher roles. In each case, it was females who replaced 
them. 
This arrangement reproduced patriarchal relations to the extent 
that the use of technology was preserved as a predominantly male domain; 
and that male camera persons and editors created spaces for themselves in 
which they were either virtually autonomous (camera), or used technology 
to over-ride plans, and gain control over the overarching narrative (editing). 
For example, one male cameraperson said "in the end to ease tension I did 
the shot breakdown which allowed me great freedom with the camera as I 
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could plan the shots" (camera group B). A female member of Group H 
described another male cameraperson in ways that suggested a similar 
control over the filming process: "at the beginning he was really only 
learning how to use the camera, but as time progressed, he started to 
experiment. He came up with the idea of using tracing shots to give the 
video a documentary type effect". The male camera in Group G suggested 
that he had played an important role in the editing, which was 'officially' 
performed by a female. In conversations prior to the production, the editor 
of Group C suggested to me that he was editing because this allowed him to 
act as co-producer, and to control the 'look' of the production. Although at 
the time it seemed as a manipulative way of acting, in the context of my 
research findings it seems to fit within a more general patriarchal pattern. 
To conclude this section, I wish to briefly analyse the results of the 
individual reports that students were asked to hand in after the production, 
and after the collective analysis (the report is described in the course 
syllabus; and the reports themselves are contained in Appendix XXI). 
This report was a mechanism of control, inasmuch as it was meant to help 
me to ascertain how much work students had done in the production; and 
also, to encourage students to attempt to link the different strands of the 
course by providing them with a space in which to be reflective, and self-
reflective about their own work. This device was recommended to me by 
other members of the School of Media Studies, who had used it for other 
student final productions in the past. In retrospect, I believe that the report 
invited students to engage in a confessional relationship, especially where 
production dynamics were concerned. Inasmuch as the confessional 
relationship is itself a key aspect of patriarchal institutions, then this form 
of assessment can itself be regarded as a form of patriarchal relation 
between lecturer and students. 
Once again, and with only a handful of exceptions, the results of this 
exercise showed first, that students did not develop a reflexive, and 
especially a self-reflexive disposition. Thanks largely to the collective 
evaluation of videos, during which I pointed out the discourses which 
structured the different productions, many students were able to refer to 
this dimension of their productions in their reports. However, in most cases 
students pointed to 'external' causes in order to justify their modes of 
representation. Speaking about the use of women in bikinis in the 
production on skin cancer (Group C), the producer said 
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whilst as a group we saw nothing wrong with in showing scantily 
clad women we did not show any scantily clad men. This 
censorship was a representation of a very sexist discourse and 
although partially our fault we also felt that it reinforced the 
message that the media decides what is and isn't favourable - we 
could not find any footage on scantily clad men. 
Comments which suggested a similar understanding of the problem were 
made by the female producer of the group that showed female, and not 
male reproductive organs in the programme on prostate and breast cancer: 
It has been questioned why we showed a woman's breast, but 
failed to include footage of a man's penis. However, this was due 
to the fact that in the short time designated to research we could 
not find any adequate footage on men's issues. Although, this 
may be perceived as a negative point, this reinforces our 
argument that there is rare footage of prostate cancer. 
In these and many other comments, there is a defensive tone to such 
remarks (to be sure, the questioning subject [I myself] is eliminated by the 
grammar!). In general students were reticent to 'confess' their 'peccadilloes'. 
This merits some analysis in its own right. I have already recognised the 
problematic structure of this aspect of assessment. In addition, I would 
argue the following: first, the final individual reports were responding at 
least in part to critiques offered during the plenary viewing session which 
occurred at the end of the year. Here it is worth noting that in some ways 
the collective meeting constituted the opposite of the private Catholic 
`confessional' mode: it was in one sense closer to a public 'Protestant' form 
of 'denunciation' (the term is used metaphorically, as of course I at no point 
actually 'denounced' the presence of sexism in the documentaries). 
Students thus approached the moment of confession, having experienced 
the 'denunciation' in collective analysis. 
Second, whilst the report aspect of the final project in effect asked 
students to 'confess their sins' in order to obtain a good mark, the criteria 
for the video itself warned that students would be marked on the basis of 
the extent to which their videos were 'critical'. This created a dilemma for 
students, a dilemma which most resolved as follows: better not to 'confess' 
at all; or better to 'confess' in way which would not jeopardise the mark of 
the final production as a whole. This dynamic undoubtedly mediated the 
extent to which students were able to be reflexive and self-reflexive in their 
final reports. 
Even so, it would be a mistake to attribute the lack of reflexivity and 
especially self-reflexivity to this factor, only. Once again, students' use of 
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key terms in their final reports (as shown in the quotes above), and their 
justifications for the sexism, or scientism in their videos showed clearly that 
they had not acquired the rules of recognition necessary to realise that their 
own justifications confirmed the very dynamic that was being critiqued. 
6. 	 Conclusions 
I will conclude this chapter by summarising its main findings. These are as 
follows: 
• Receptions of the (unrecognised) collection code. Especially the staff-
student meeting (section 3, above) suggested that a majority of the 
students did perceive the absence of an explicit integrating principle for 
the course, although this was expressed in different ways by different 
groups of students. Some students responded by suggesting the need for 
an explicit, vocationalising orientation (as in the case of the male 
student quoted in section 3, who suggested that students should be 
taught the science in one campus, and should then communicate it in 
another). Others responded by expressing dissatisfaction with the lack 
of 'organisation' of the course, or by expressing bewilderment as to the 
relations between the various categories being taught. Still others did so 
by combining these two modalities of response. However, it is also worth 
noting that even as many students criticised the lack of 'organisation' 
and 'links' between the two faculties, a substantial number praised the 
`variety' of subjects and issues taught by the course. I propose that this 
form of response constituted a 'tactical' response, where the term 
`tactical' is used in the specialised manner proposed by Michel de 
Certeau (1984) in his text The Practice of Everyday Life. For Certeau, a 
tactic is "a calculus which cannot count on a 'proper' (a spatial or 
institutional localisation), nor thus on a borderline distinguishing the 
other as a visible totality"(Certeau 1984: xix). A tactic is opposed in this 
sense to a strategy, or "the calculus of force-relationships which 
becomes possible when a subject of will and power (....) can be isolated 
from an 'environment' (Certeau 1984: xix). It would appear that many 
students not only did not understand, but were not even aware of the 
integrating principle ("interdisciplinarity") that was being ostensibly 
developed by the degree, let alone its contradictory nature. (To be sure, 
not one single student mentioned `interdisciplinarity' in any of the texts I 
have analysed in this chapter.) For these students, an aspect of value 
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was the capacity of the course to provide varied entertainment. This 
suggests a frame not unlike that used to evaluate a magazine or similar 
form of popular communication. 
• Receptions of pedagogic discourse. As part of the above process, it is 
interesting that many students appropriated the pedagogic discourse of 
the course in a way that simultaneously transformed, and reproduced 
the discourses recontextualized by the course. The transformation 
occurred to the extent that many students 'hyper-evaluated' media 
production, and effectively 'deleted' at least two key discourses-- the 
historical discourses, and the discourses of media studies-- when they 
described SCC in terms of a vocational science communication course. 
However, the reproduction of the fundamental relations of framing 
nonetheless occurred to the extent that virtually all students 
appropriated the category of science, and indeed the process of science 
communication, along the lines of the regulative discourses of "Two 
Cultures", PUS, and most fundamentally, positivism. That is, they 
assumed that science, regarded as a "factual" process, ought to be 
communicated to "the public" in ways that encouraged a positive 
evaluation of scientific research. 
• Receptions of ambiguities of the relation to the market place. The 
dominant modality of reception resolved the question of the course's 
ambiguity towards the marketplace by suggesting that the course was, 
or ought to be, a vocational science communication course, along the 
lines of the PUS discourse. Only a tiny minority of students 
appropriated the course in terms of the subjectivity which the course 
was ostensibly promoting, by suggesting that the course provided them 
with a 'well rounded' or 'broad' education. This suggests the 'humanist', 
liberal framing that is at the heart of the autonomous modality of 
pedagogic practice. If any group of students came close to the expected 
modality of response to the degree, it was this small group. However, it 
should be noted that not even these students mentioned 
`interdisciplinarity' as the raison d'etre of the degree. In this sense, even 
this appropriation constituted a transformation of the SCC discourse. 
• Reception of pedagogic discourse in Communicating Science. I have 
already noted that many students effectively 'deleted' the categories of 
media studies when describing the SCC course. This orientation is 
unsurprising in the light of my analysis, which suggests that students 
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failed to acquire the critical regulative discourse of media studies. 
Despite a certain positive evaluation of the critical dimension of the 
module in the module evaluation forms, both the textual analyses and 
the final productions indicate that for the most part, students did not 
acquire the critical regulative discourse promoted by media studies in 
general, and social semiotics in particular. In addition, most students did 
not perceive the need for a coherent relation-- and thus did not perceive 
the discontinuity-- between the regulative orientation of media studies, 
and the regulative orientation of the media production instructions. 
• Instructional discourses. Where the acquisition of recognition and 
realisation for the instructional discourses is concerned, the two 
assessments which I analysed suggest that students acquired neither 
rules of recognition, nor rules of realisation for the different instructional 
discourses of the combined modality. This was made evident by the 
unmethodical nature of the textual analyses; and by the failure of most 
groups to acquire the rules of realisation for basic continuity editing in 
the final productions. Although I have had to limit the scope of my 
investigation of students receptions to the texts included in this chapter, 
both these texts, and other texts which I had the opportunity to read as 
part of my academic duties (e.g. third year dissertations) suggest that a 
similar dynamic appeared to take place in relation to the discourses of 
historiography, and scientific methods: some students may have 
acquired the rules of recognition, but not the rules of realisation for the 
instrumental order of the various discourses being recontextualized by 
the SCC course. 
• Gendered acquisition, and the reproduction of patriarchal relations. Last 
but certainly not least, my analysis also reveals that many students 
learned and communicated in ways which sustained patriarchal 
relations, and thereby, differential modalities of acquisition. Here I refer 
to the results of SCC module evaluation forms, but also to the gendering 
of the textual analyses and to the final productions. The findings on both 
levels--SCC and Communicating Science-- suggest that the SCC course 
as a whole, and my own teaching were far from transforming the forms 
of relation which Merchant (1980) and Haraway (1989) have critiqued 
in scientific institutions, and which Arthurs (1989) has critiqued in 
media production institutions. 
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Notes 
1 In media and cultural studies contexts, any investigation involving 
audience or reception research is frequently described as being 
"ethnographic". I prefer to reserve the use of this term for research which 
a) provides a "thick description" (Geertz 1973) of the values, codes and 
discourses of a cultural group; b) does so not on the basis of a single text, 
but of a range of texts (literal, or by analogy) produced by the cultural 
group, over time. The diachronic dimension of ethnographic research is a 
crucial, yet much neglected one. 
2 The university prospectus (cf. Appendix V) suggests that there were two 
tutors handling admissions, one of which was a member of the School of 
Media Studies. In fact, just one lecturer in the Science Faculty handled 
admissions. 
3 Similar procedures in other degrees in the University, and indeed in other 
universities across the U.K. were widely reported to be causing havoc with 
short and long-term planning. 
4 This weaker framing however did not mean that access students were 
weaker students. On the contrary, most access students actually arrived 
with a greater preparation, and/or a stronger motivation than did the 
younger students. 
5 See for example, C. Merchant (1980). 
6 I will not, for reasons of space and scope, engaged in a detailed critique of 
positivist conceptions of survey methods. It suffices to say that in a 
fundamental sense, any and all survey/evaluation questions are 'leading' 
questions in the sense that they attempt to provoke certain types of 
answers, and not others. The debate is thus not about what counts as a 
`leading' question, but rather, whether the researcher is entirely in control of 
the framing process, or not. Clearly, no researcher can ever be in complete 
control of this process, which is a textual one, in the sense that it is always 
more or less open to a process of interpretation by readers. 
7 Significantly, both modules-- the Reception of Science, and Science 
Journalism-- were strongly criticised the following year, by the next cohort 
of second-year students. This despite the fact that a different lecturer 
taught the Reception of Science, and that the Science Journalism module 
was partly reorganised (see section three for more details). This suggests a 
more 'structural' curricular dynamic than might otherwise be assumed 
from such criticisms. 
8 I normally taught this module. However, since I was on sabbatical, during 
the 1995/96 year one of the course's external examiners taught the module. 
9 This form was based on the one used by the Media Studies staff. Until the 
1995/1996 year, SCC staff did not employ one shared module evaluation 
form. This is further evidence of the collection code, which I described in 
chapter two. 
10 One female and one male student did not hand in a paper. The slightly 
lower total number of students (42) vis-a-vis the total mentioned in Table 2 
is the result of the fact that two females and one male student had dropped 
out of the course by the time the textual analyses were handed in. 
11 As I explain in Appendix XIX, any effort to engage in such an analysis is 
risky because in at least in some cases, one student did the work of other 
students. There is thus the risk that a student of one gender could have 
written a section which was apparently authored by a student of another 
gender. 
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Chapter 5 
Towards a Praxis 
in Science Communication 
Introduction 
In this last chapter, I will revisit the research questions which I posed 
earlier in this thesis. I will also propose a model for what I call 'researched 
production': given the results of my research, is it possible to conceive a 
practical alternative, which is conducive to a more critical practice in 
science communication? Finally, I will consider what further research could 
be carried out on the basis of my findings. 
1. 	 The integration of 'media theory and practice', revisited 
My research has been motivated by a practical educational problem: it 
appeared that my teaching was not achieving the desired aim: students in 
the Communicating Science module were not developing a critical 
disposition towards science communication. In the words that are 
commonly used in the educational field, they didn't seem to be 'integrating 
media theory and practice'. Was this the case, and if so, why was it the 
case? 
My research confirms that students were not 'integrating media 
theory and practice'. But more fundamentally, it reveals the extent to 
which I formulated the entire phenomenon in misleading terms: the 
problem was not that students were not integrating 'media theory and 
practice', but rather, that students were not engaging in the practice of 
media production on the basis of the regulative discourse of media studies. 
To represent the problem in this manner is to transform its meaning. 
For the problem is not simply to 'integrate theory and practice', but to 
replace one form of discursive order, identity, and relation, with another. In 
effect, to interrupt an entire process of cultural reproduction, and to replace 
it with a new discursive order. It is only when it is viewed in this way that 
the magnitude and complexity of the task becomes evident. My research 
reveals that students were not acquiring a new, more critical regulative 
orientation after taking the Communicating Science module. In addition, 
they were not acquiring the rules of realisation for an instructional 
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discourse based on the new regulative orientation. It is thus unsurprising 
that they were not engaging in more critical forms of science 
communication. 
Why was this the case? Part of the problem appears to lie in 
fundamental mismatch between the aims and objectives of the SCC 
course, and the students that were recruited for the course. I suggest that 
the course projected an implied student that was in agreement with an 
autonomous modality of pedagogic practice, that was in agreement in the 
case of the Communicating Science module with questioning existing forms 
of science communication, and replacing them with more critical forms. The 
students that the University recruited not only did not match this model of 
learning, but learned on the basis of the opposite model: I have shown that 
most students wished to acquire the cultural capital necessary to enter the 
marketplace, and reproduce existing modalities of science communication. 
Although this "gap" between the aims of the teaching process and 
the expectations of the students is clearly an important one, my research 
has revealed what are perhaps even more fundamental problems in the 
structuring of the teaching process, per se. My research confirms my initial 
hypotheses that the problem lay not only in 'ideologised learning', but in 
`ideologised teaching': on the level of Communicating Science, the 
structuring of pedagogic discourse conflated media research practice with 
media production practice, even as its curricular genres internalised the 
empiricist forms of classifying and framing 'theory' and 'practice' which 
normally separate media studies and media production modules. In turn, 
the SCC course as a whole was driven by a similarly syncretic conception, 
and by an analogous process of internalisation. There was a syncretic effort 
to bring together the categories of science and culture, and the effect of this 
was that the SCC course internalised the "Two Cultures" modalities of 
classification and framing. 
This was not, however, a simple or mechanical process. Bernstein 
explains that the dominant principles in society, and indeed the pedagogic 
device itself specify basic principles of order, relation, and identity 
(1990:196). But they may do so in ways that create an arena of challenge, 
conflict, and dilemma This was very much what happened in the SCC 
course, and indeed in the Communicating Science module itself. Despite the 
ultimate reproduction of the "Two Cultures" symbolic ruler of 
consciousness, the SCC course did produce a certain dis-ordering of the 
traditional pedagogic device. The SCC degree did create a space where 
lecturers from fields which where strongly insulated could teach on a single 
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course. It did develop a curriculum which at first glance, seemed to contest 
some of the most fundamental forms of classification and framing with 
respect to science and humanities. Moreover, it did recruit students from 
both science and humanities backgrounds, thereby contesting the 
dominant forms of classification of education, in relation to work. For its 
part, the Communicating Science module did create a space in which both 
media studies and media production discourses were taught, and did invite 
students to engage in a questioning of the forms of pedagogic relation which 
exist in TV programmes about science and nature. 
As a result of these transformations, there were times when there 
were conflicts between lecturers and students, between the staff members 
in both faculties, and between lecturers and instructors. These were 
directly or indirectly generated by the "disordering" of boundaries, and they 
attest to the fact that the SCC course did create a certain "arena" in 
which there was conflict, challenge, and contestation. 
It would, however, be a mistake to push this last point too far. My 
research has revealed that, whatever the dis-ordering, whatever the 
transformations, the pedagogic relation between the aspects of 
construction and reception of pedagogic discourse continued to reproduce, 
within one single course, all of the boundaries and contradictions which had 
hitherto maintained the study of 'science' and 'culture', 'media theory' and 
`media practice' as separate domains in higher education. So even if, in 
Bernstein's terms, a 'discursive gap' was opened, this discursive gap came 
to be structured in ways which ultimately reproduced the dominant 
symbolic ruler of consciousness. By "discursive gap", I refer to spaces 
which, according to Bernstein, "may become the site of alternative 
realisations, the site where it becomes possible to think the unthinkable, to 
think the 'impossible'" (Bernstein 1990: 182). It is clear that in the case of 
the SCC course, such gap momentarily emerged but was eventually 
recolonised by the "Two Cultures" symbolic ruler of consciousness. The 
course ultimately promoted, and its students reiterated, an understanding 
of the relation between science, communication, and culture in which 
science was perceived as being factual and `value-free'; and in which science 
communication was conceived as a 'technical' process of unproblematic 
delivery of information about science. 
As part of this process, it is a matter of considerable interest that 
the Science faculty maintained the preeminent position in the new relation 
with Humanities. It is nonetheless important to recognise that, despite the 
unequal distribution of economic and symbolic capital between the two 
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faculties, the new degree contributed vital resources to the Humanities 
Faculty. Indeed, key figures in both faculties shared the view that the 
science categories should be privileged. Many, if not most science and 
humanities practitioners assumed that the degree was 'about science', and 
about science communication. In this sense, it was unthinkable for many, 
perhaps even most practitioners in both faculties to consider the opposite 
premise: that to the extent that science was to be treated as a cultural 
discourse; and that to the extent that the main factor in student 
recruitment was the allure of media production, that the humanities 
faculty should be the privileged and privileging partner. 
Any simplistic, "one-way" conception of the relation is also disproved 
by the fact that the structuring of the teaching of media studies in relation 
to media production itself contributed to the dynamic in question. It is true 
that, contrary to what was suggested by some of the para-curricular 
markers, the space provided for the teaching of media and cultural studies 
was in a relation of minority to other discourses. It is also true that the 
space for the teaching of media studies was embedded in the oppositional 
logic of a positivist regulative discourse which preceded the structuring of 
the Communicating Science module. However, I explained that my own 
teaching lacked a clear (and critical) integrating principle. This, along with 
the classification of the curricular genres within Communicating Science, 
led to an empiricist regulative orientation where the boundaries between 
media studies and media production are concerned. This orientation had 
the effect of confirming the overall, positivist logic of recontextualization of 
pedagogic discourse in the SCC course. 
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2. A model for researched production 
I explained in the introduction of this thesis that I would use the results of 
my research to propose a new modality of pedagogic practice. In the terms 
introduced in this thesis, I would like to use the results of the research to 
propose a new theory of instruction for teaching and learning a critical 
media production praxis. This for the SCC degree, but also for courses 
whose practitioners have the aspiration of teaching students critical forms 
of mass communication, in factual genres. 
But how to develop a theory of instruction? In the introduction of this 
thesis, and in Appendix I, I explained the reasons why existing theories of 
instruction, particularly 'grand theories of instruction', are not suitable. 
Although some of these theories make some interesting proposals, and may 
indeed provide valuable insights for some levels of pedagogic practice, using 
them in a manner that disregards the fundamental dynamics of 
classification and framing in the pedagogic context being considered is the 
equivalent of using normative grammars in the domain of media production. 
As part of this problem, such theories do not take into account the intimate 
link between the content and the form of the educational process, between 
specific modalities of classification and framing. 
For these reasons, I proposed in the introduction that it was 
necessary to engage in a form of action research, albeit, not the form of 
action research proposed by Carr and Kemmis, two of the most cogent 
scholars of the educational action research movement. In Appendix I, I 
critiqued Carr and Kemmis's proposals. I suggested that one of the 
problems in their approach was the radical opposition of so-called 
"theoretical" and "practical" educational research (cf. Appendix I, and Carr 
and Kemmis 1986). I argued that it is possible to make use of so-called 
"theoretical research" in order to transform one's educational practice. But 
in doing so, I recognised that approaches like Bernstein's do not actually 
propose alternative forms of pedagogic practice, in and of themselves. 
Indeed, as Bernstein himself has said, his essays "are not concerned with 
grand narratives, commentaries, critiques, or recommendations. There are 
no immediate policy implications, no indicators of effective economic 
performance, no diagnostics, and certainly no pedagogic utopias" (1990:9). 
This, however, is not a reason for not attempting to derive some 
policy implications from the results of the research. I propose that it is 
legitimate to engage in this task provided that it is clear that the resulting 
theory of instruction, as the term itself suggests, is distinct from the theory 
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used to explain the pedagogic practice. The theory of instruction constitutes 
an instance of the recontextualization of the results of the research, with all 
of the transformations that this entails. I further propose that although 
this process entails a number of risks-- the risks entailed in engaging in any 
form of practice, which can never be the result of an entirely rational 
process-- it is indispensable to take such risks if the research is to promote 
more critical forms of pedagogic practice. To be sure, in some of his later 
work, Bernstein himself has applauded efforts to derive more critical forms 
of practice from research driven by his theoryl. 
This, then, is how I intend to proceed. I will use my research to 
identify pedagogic problems and to propose some ways of addressing them 
which are themselves informed by the findings of the research. My primary 
concern will be to address the problems which I identified in the 
Communicating Science module, and in the SCC course. However, 
discussions with a number of colleagues lead me to believe that many of the 
problems may be present in other courses of the combined modality, 
especially (but not exclusively) those that combine the teaching of 'media 
theory and practice', with the teaching of non-media studies categories. In 
this sense, it is possible that the proposals which I will make could be used 
in other courses as well. For this reason, I shall divide my proposals into 
two parts. In the first part, I will represent the new modality of 
classification and framing in a relatively abstract manner. This should 
facilitate the use of the theory of instruction in other courses. In the second 
part, I will illustrate how the general principles could be used to develop a 
specific curriculum for the SCC course. 
2.1 Researched production: the general model 
In this section, I will present a general model for what I shall describe as 
researched production. I will do so by suggesting some ways of 
addressing the different aspects of pedagogic practice which I analysed in 
the previous chapters. 
The question of the orientation to the marketplace. I will start with a 
consideration of a dilemma which is faced by many practitioners developing 
combined courses. It is the dilemma created by the opposition between the 
autonomous, and market-led orientations. The first orientation overlooks 
the whole question of employment; and the second entails the loss of critical 
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autonomy vis-a-vis market discourses. I propose that it is necessary to 
move beyond this opposition. This by developing an orientation which 
provides students with rules of realisation of 'visible' categories, but in a 
way which is both methodologically and ideologically critical. A 
methodologically critical orientation can be achieved by teaching and 
learning about the process of mass communication from the perspective of 
a hermeneutic perspective: a perspective which reveals the structures, 
dynamics, and inter-relation of the production, construction, and reception 
of symbolic goods (Thompson 1990). In speaking about 'mass 
communication' I should perhaps clarify that I do not simply refer to 
communications involving large numbers of media users. I refer to what 
Thompson (1990) has described as institutionalised forms of 
communication, which involve a 'break' between production and reception, 
an extension in time and space of the availability of messages, and the 
public circulation of symbolic forms. The category thus includes broadcast 
television, but also leaflets produced by a small organisation to foster 
grass-roots activism. Mass communication is, from this perspective not 
simply a matter of 'massive' audiences 2. (And of course, 'mass' audiences 
are not passive audiences, or 'vulgar' masses.) An ideologically critical 
orientation can be achieved by teaching and learning about the process of 
mass communication on the basis of a critical hermeneutic orientation: by 
teaching and learning about the ways in which mass communication has 
historically served to develop and/or maintain relations of domination 
between or within social groups (Thompson 1990). However, the acquisition 
of the above discourses would be regarded not as an end in itself 
(autonomous orientation), but instead, as a process which should 
ultimately inform what I will describe as the process of researched 
production. 
The question of integration. In the paragraph above, the word 'informed' is 
chosen very deliberately. For I have explained in numerous parts of this 
thesis that the problem in developing critical forms of production is not 
simply to find the media 'theory' that 'guides' the 'practice'. Instead, the 
problem is to articulate the relationship between the different discourses, in 
ways that preserve the specificity of each form of practice, even as one is 
used to influence the other. This is the fundamental challenge: the challenge 
of developing a coherent, and critical principle of integration for the teaching 
of media studies, and media production. To fail to address this problem leads 
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either to an explicit or an implicit collection coding orientation, with the 
results that I have analysed throughout this thesis. 
This problem is made more complex in combined courses which 
develop a specialism (e.g. science communication, environmental 
journalism, media and design, and so forth). In courses such as these, it is 
necessary to provide two separate, but inter-related integrating principles. 
The first is a principle that integrates the different research discourses. I 
will provide a model for this form of integration under the heading titled 
"Integrating research discourses". The second is a principle that integrates 
the research discourses, with the media production discourses. I will provide 
a model for this principle under the heading titled "Integrating research with 
media production". 
Integrating research discourses. In SCC, and in all combined courses which 
recontextualize media studies with some other research or academic 
discipline, there is a need to develop an integrating principle for the different 
research discourses. The SCC course failed to do this, and this was a key 
factor in the reproduction of the "Two Cultures" symbolic ruler of 
consciousness. 
Before proposing a way of relating the different categories, it may be 
useful to consider the following question: is it actually necessary to teach 
other research discourses, along with media studies? I believe that it is. My 
argument is based not so much on a liberal conception of education (the 
`well-rounded' education), but on the suggestion that it is necessary to teach 
about the discourses which the mass media communicate about. In order 
to communicate in a critical manner (methodologically and ideologically) 
one must be critical with respect to one's own discourse of communication, 
but also with respect to the discourses one communicates about. If 
students do not have the chance to engage in a detailed study of the 
discourses and fields that the media communicate about, then they are 
more likely to be uncritical with respect to these. On these grounds, it is 
important, indeed crucial to develop the space in combined degrees for the 
critical examination of discourses and fields which the media communicate 
about. 
One way of doing this is by specialising all or aspects of the degree. 
This may seem problematic to those who rightly question some of the 
existing specialisations on ideological grounds. I would nevertheless suggest 
that the nature of the specialisation can actually be quite radical. In 
addition to the existing 'mainstream' media specialisations (e.g. journalism, 
184 
or specialised forms of journalism), it is possible to conceive specialisations 
which are based on radical modalities of classification and framing3. 
Although a question mark would remain in regard to employment prospects 
for students with more radical specialisations, specialisation does not 
necessarily entail the reproduction of existing professional specialisms in 
the mass media. 
The question is thus, how to recontextualize the different research 
discourses in this type of course, in a manner that avoids the vicissitudes of 
the collection code? One way of doing this would be to classify, and frame 
the process of mass communication as the production, construction, and 
reception of symbolic forms or goods, across different fields. The field(s) of 
science, the field(s) of art, of the popular reception of mass media texts, and 
so forth. Here I would employ Bourdieu's conception of field as a cultural 
network of positions4. A key aspect of teaching researched production 
would be to devote curricular space to the critical examination of whatever 
field or fields were being communicated about. This would entail engaging in 
a cultural analysis of the positions, the relations between positions, the 
circulation of the different forms of capital, and of course the discourses and 
discursive constraints faced by agents working within these fields5. Doing 
so in this way would provide a critical orientation to the analysis of the field, 
and not just the reproduction of the fields' values and discourses, as 
occurred in SCC. 
Of course, such an analysis would need to be accompanied by a 
critical analysis of the communication process, itself. Here it would be 
necessary to address two general problems: first, teaching in detailed ways 
about the forms of communication themselves; and second, linking this 
form of study to the study of fields which I have just proposed. 
In response to these problems, I would propose two inter-related 
forms of practice. First, I propose that the texts analysed in this process 
would need to be considered in relation to the structures and dynamics of 
genre. The justification for this is twofold: first, all forms of communication, 
but especially the mass media forms, are embedded in genres. Second, if all 
mass media texts are genre-bound, it follows that the acquisition of the 
rules of realisation for any mass media text is thus linked to the acquisition 
of the rules of realisation of genre. 
Here it is important to clarify that I am working with a very specific 
notion of genre. I draw on the work of Latin American communication and 
culture studies, where genre is conceived not in terms of a normative 
grammar, or even in terms of conventional textual properties, but as 
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"strategies of communicability" or forms of inter-relation (Martin-Barbero 
1993) that act to synchronise the horizons of expectation of producers and 
audiences, by means of textual forms which institutions develop and 
change over times. A key aspect of teaching and learning researched 
production would thus be to examine a small number of genres exhaustively 
from the perspective of this genre theory: genre histories, genre modes of 
production, genre texts, and the different modalities of reception of genres. 
Each of these aspects would have to be articulated in relation to the rest of 
the aspects, and indeed to the dimension of field mentioned earlier. In some 
cases, it would be possible to treat some of the contexts of production, and 
reception as fields in their own right7. 
But if the study of genres is to be linked to the study of the fields 
whose discourses are recontextualized, then it is necessary to establish a 
clear and explicit principle of integration for the analysis of field, and the 
analysis of genre communication. This is the 'junction' or 'gap' between 
media studies, and other academic discourses. One way in which this 
integration could be developed would be by means of the concept of 
recontextualization. Thus far, I have used this concept to describe the 
pedagogic process in the university, only. I nevertheless believe that, 
suitably modified, this concept could provide the basis for an integrating 
principle which would link the teaching about field, with the teaching about 
genre communication (see Appendix XXII for an example of such a 
modification). This may seem like a form of discursive imperialism. But 
Bernstein makes the point in several of his essays that his theory has 
wider application than formal educations. I thus propose that the two 
categories-- fields and genre media texts-- could be linked by means of an 
analysis of the discursive transformations entailed by the 
recontextualization of field discourses in the discourses of media genres. To 
be sure, this same concept could be used to link media texts, to audiences. 
Integrating research with media production. The study of fields and genres 
would serve to inform a methodologically and ideologically critical practice--
that is, a praxis-- in media production. This leads me on to the central 
problem for my thesis, a problem which can now be reformulated as follows: 
how to relate the study of field and genre, the study of the process of 
recontextualization, to the production of more critical forms of mass media 
texts in production modules? 
Before producing media texts about a particular field and discourse, 
students would need to be taught about that field, and about the genre they 
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were to communicate in. They would need to approach at least the final 
course productions on the basis of a 'researched' understanding of these 
two. This research would occur in the non-media production modules. This 
suggests the need not just for the development of a strong integrated code 
with strong horizontal communication between lecturers, but also a 
carefully considered, and very explicit set of sequencing rules. I shall discuss 
this problem under another heading, below. For now, I am more concerned 
with recognising that, despite the importance of this knowledge, it would not 
be enough for students to approach media productions with an understanding 
of the process of recontextualization, alone. To propose this would be to fall, 
once again, for the 'media theory and practice' syncretism which I have 
critiqued in this thesis. 
Instead, I propose that the recontextualization of media studies and 
other academic research disciplines would provide a critical horizon for the 
formulation of a theory of production (that is a theory for production) 
within production modules or workshops. Contrary to what usually occurs 
in the traditional vocational modalities of classification and framing in 
combined courses, I am proposing that modules devoted to media 
production should themselves be places of and for theorisation. 
In suggesting the above, I do not mean to curtail the space for 
`actual' production in production courses. Clearly, students would need to 
acquire the rules of realisation of the instructional discourses for particular 
technologies, and the semiotics associated with those technologies (where 
technology is itself regarded as a cultural form). Put somewhat crudely, I 
fully recognise the importance of doing media production, in the sense of 
giving students the space to engage in, and repeat again and again, media 
production exercises. 
But as I suggested earlier, doing media production is always doing 
media production in particular genres (or in relation to particular genres), 
and in relation to particular topics or discourses generated in fields. I thus 
propose that teaching and learning media production would need to be 
structured in ways which enable students to critically address issues arising 
in relation to the study, elsewhere in the course, of field and genre. 
In making this proposal, I am mindful of my earlier critique of both 
`realist', and 'idealist' theories of instruction. If the teaching is to move 
beyond the idealist-realist opposition, then it would have to avoid two 
pitfalls: reproducing existing genre forms, uncritically (realism); or 
disregarding the politics of genre entirely, by allowing students to "play" 
with conventions (idealism). In order to avoid these two orientations, I will 
187 
now propose a new theory of instruction for workshops, which involves 
developing a theory of production-- that is a theory for production-- on 
the basis of what I will call producerly analysis. 
What is `producerly analysis'? Producerly analysis involves the 
theorisation of examples of ideologically critical practice within or in 
response to the genres and fields analysed elsewhere in the course. This 
may seem to replicate within the production space, the other aspects of the 
course, particularly those of genre analysis. But whereas the teaching 
about genres in non-production modules would emphasise the critique of 
ideologised genre texts, producerly analysis in the production modules would 
emphasise a relation of solidarity -- of critical solidarity, but nevertheless 
of solidarity-- with respect to the (alternative) form of practice. In this 
sense, producerly analysis is the media production equivalent of what I've 
described as a theory of instruction in the context of pedagogic practice. 
Engaging in producerly analysis would lead to the formulation of theories 
of media production, with categories for media production which would be 
proposed and taught to, indeed at times developed jointly with, students. 
How would lecturers and students engage in producerly analysis? 
The process would begin with lecturers selecting media texts which the 
teaching team felt were examples of more critical forms of communication, 
in or in relation to existing genres. I do not discount the possibility that in 
some contexts, texts adhering to mainstream genre conventions can 
provide symbolic spaces for the contestation of relations of domination. But 
I recognise that existing genres tend to be structured in ways that produce 
or reproduce these relations of domination9. Hence, my suggestion that the 
selected texts could also be critical responses to existing genres. By this I 
mean texts which either parody genre rules, or transform them to form new 
genres. Whatever the case, it would be crucial for the whole teaching team 
to analyse and to consider the merits of the different texts, in the context of 
the overall teaching process. 
The first teaching and learning stage would entail explaining to 
students why a particular text was chosen, and how it was produced. This 
aspect of the explanation would include a discussion of technique, but 
technique in relation to the producer's initial 'concept' and 'intention', and 
crucially, in relation to the regulative discourses which were contested or 
reproduced by the producer. At this stage, it would be very useful to either 
ask the producer(s) to visit the course and talk to students about the 
production process; or to provide students with a text, verbal or audio-
visual, which describes the "making of the text in question. Here I have in 
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mind studies like Silverstone's (1985) Framing Science, (and preferably 
others with a more feminist approach) which illustrate in a highly 
accessible manner, the social complexity of the production process. 
Important as this first stage of `producerly' analysis is, it would need 
to be followed up by an account of how the intentions of the producer, as 
empirical subject, are transformed into a particular text, and therein, a 
subject of enunciation (Bettetini 1984). Bettetini defines the subject of 
enunciation as a symbolic apparatus that is the organising principle of all 
of the semiotic processes of a text, including the ways in which the text 
attempts to position the reader. It is, according to Bettetini, an 'absent' 
apparatus, producer and product of the text, which leaves traces of its 
organising procedures in its signifying materials (Bettetini 1984:13). 
Producerly analysis would involve studying these 'traces' in detail, and in a 
manner that would reveal how the traces serve to position audiences. 
This analysis might well reveal aspects of the text which escaped the 
control, and intentionality of the producer. Indeed, the object of engaging in 
this task would be to simultaneously help students to simultaneously 
achieve a greater control over the subject of enunciation in their own 
productions, and to enable them to become critical of the tendency to 
conflate the meanings of the text, with one's intentions as empirical 
producer. This pragmatics approach would be fruitful inasmuch as it would 
enable students to understand that they must in effect transform 
themselves into a symbolic other, an other which is simultaneously much 
more, and much less, than they themselves as empirical, 'intentional' 
subjects. In this sense, acquiring rules of realisation in media production 
entails grasping not just the 'mechanical' skills of media production, but the 
semiotic-pragmatic skills whereby the signifier becomes charged with 
oneself, even as it remains an other. An other semiotic material; and of 
course, a sign which may be interpreted quite differently by others. 
Ideally, producerly analysis would include a stage which enables 
students to consider how empirical subjects, that is 'actual' audiences, 
appropriated the analysed text. A key aspect of this process would involve 
examining the ways in which any ambiguous, or polysemic aspects of the 
text were appropriated in discursively specific ways by audiences situated 
in particular fields. Given the relative scarcity of qualitative audience 
research of this type, I realise that this could be impractical in some cases. 
In those cases where it is impractical, perhaps an informal process of 
audience research could be carried out with respect to the students' own 
interpretations. 
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At the end of the analytical phase, the lecturer would derive some 
categories of production-- actual modes of production-- from the 
analysis, and would ask students to attempt to emulate one or more of 
these categories, in their own practice. Here I suggest that the teaching 
and learning would have to be structured along the lines of principles which 
are not entirely dissimilar from those of craft pedagogies. Not entirely 
dissimilar, but not identical: students would still need to be critical with 
respect to the proposed model for the following reasons: first, they would 
have to produce their own text for particular audiences, which might not be 
the same as the analysed texts'; and second, the new social context would 
necessarily be quite different (I have discussed the transformations implied 
by the process of production in the secondary context, as distinct from the 
primary context). Students would thus need to be asked to modify the 
model according to pragmatic considerations (in the technical sense of the 
term "pragmatic"), which they would be asked to consider during 
preproduction planning sessions. This process should be regarded not as a 
negative necessity, but as the opportunity for the acquisition of more 
reflexive and self-reflexive rules of realisation. 
From the above process, it should be clear that students would be 
required to communicate with audiences. For this process to be effective, 
students would be required to work with empirical audiences, that is, 
andiences whom they could and would interview prior to the design of the 
media text. This could be done as part of the process of study of field, and 
genre, in other modules. 
It would also be useful for the students to show the finished 
production to the same audience, in order to obtain their feedback. Doing so 
would illustrate the process I mentioned earlier, with respect to the subject 
of enunciation 10. Finally, it would be equally important for the lecturer to 
analyse the results with students, but this in a context which was not 
framed by the assessment procedures which I analysed in chapter four. 
The question of the visibility of pedagogic practice. I will now discuss issues 
relating to the visibility of pedagogic practice. Once again, I see the need to 
move beyond a problematic opposition: the opposition between forms of 
teaching that are so 'visible' that they become empiricist or positivist 
discourses in their own right; and forms of pedagogy that are so 'invisible' 
that they entirely neglect the question of the acquisition of visible skills, and 
so-called 'bodies of knowledge'. 
Here I would like to propose the following general principle: that the 
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course and each of its modules should begin with a relatively visible 
pedagogy, and gradually move over the three years towards more invisible 
forms of pedagogy. The general justification for this is that a relatively 
visible pedagogy makes it possible for more students to recognise 
boundaries between categories, thereby making it easier for a wider range 
of students to acquire the forms of classification, but equally, and most 
importantly, to eventually contest them. Here I am mindful of Bernstein's 
research, which suggests that even if both visible and invisible pedagogies 
are "biased" towards the middle class, invisible pedagogies make it 
particularly difficult for working class students to acquire the rules of 
recognition and realisation of discourses. But I am also mindful of 
Bernstein's suggestion that the most conservative courses produce the 
most radical students. Without wishing to take this iqqt qug,gPqtion ton far 
(!), the following are some ways of concretizing it: 
• Pedagogic practice should be based, initially at least, on images, 
analogies, models and examples which are relevant to students from 
the very beginning of the course or module (though these images, 
analogies or models may later need to be replaced by other more 
critical ones). This principle can be exemplified with reference to my 
use of 'concept-oriented' lectures. Many of my lectures tended to 
begin from the theory. That is, I began with abstract concepts which 
I then 'illustrated'. I am proposing that instead, the teaching should 
begin from everyday life, everyday texts or discourses, and render 
them opaque by means of critical discourse. 
• As part of the above principle, pedagogic practice should include a 
detailed description of the everyday subjectivities of the agents involved 
in the production of discourse. If, for example, a particular scientific 
field is analysed, then it is necessary to describe it with reference to 
the subjectivities of agents within that field. The same principle 
would apply to the subjectivities of media producers. In my 
experience, it is all too easy to neglect this aspect. Doing so has a 
doubly negative effect: first, it makes for a problematically self-
referential form of analysis, which takes for granted that students 
understand the field's subjectivities, and thereby its subjects. And 
second, it makes it virtually impossible for students to use the 
critical process to actually 'return' to the dominant symbolic ruler of 
consciousness in a manner that is capable of mediating it. 
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• Pedagogic discourse should aim to achieve the acquisition of visible 
rules of realisation for all of the critical discourses being 
recontextualized by the course. If I have used the title 'researched 
production', it is not just because I assume that students should 
simply learn to recognise the complexity of the process of mass 
communication, and recognise relations of ideology therein. I assume 
that students should also acquire the skills necessary to research 
social relations, and then the skills to produce media texts which are 
informed by the results of research. In this sense, I reject the 
subjective oppositioning, according to which one either learns to 
become an 'academic' researcher, or a media producer. Where the 
acquisition of research skills are concerned, I would thus emphasise 
the need to teach not just theory and metatheory, but also strong, 
and practical principles of description. It is one thing to teach about 
reception research, and another to explain how a student her/himself 
can engage in reception research. The model for researched 
production calls for both forms of learning. Where the acquisition of 
production skills are concerned, I would emphasise the need to 
provide the pedagogic space required to control whatever technology 
is being used, but this in the context of particular genres, and 
particular regulative orientations (see discussion on producerly 
analysis). 
• Pedagogic practice should be based on, at least to begin with, relatively 
visible forms of assessment. This proposal leads on from the previous 
one. I propose that after recognising the problems of assessment-
driven education, it is necessary to develop forms of assessment that 
are based on visible criterial rules. One way of doing this is by 
formulating, and teaching around assessments that require students 
to demonstrate the acquisition of explicit categories. It is all too easy, 
for example, to teach about textual analysis in a general manner, 
and to then require students to 'do a textual analysis' without 
actually providing concrete criteria, and a concrete methodology for 
this process. I believe that my research has shown the extent to 
which this weakened framing not only encourages a 'common sense' 
interpretation of the role of media and cultural studies, but actually 
disempowers students by not providing them with the means, or 
indeed the incentive to learn rules of recognition and realisation for 
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particular research skills. 
• Pedagogic practice should develop visible sequencing rules both within 
curricular units and strands, and across curricular units and strands. 
This is what is commonly referred to as 'progression' in discussions 
about curricula. This principle suggests the need to articulate the 
temporal order of teaching according to explicit principles which 
students can recognise at the outset of the learning process. In this 
sense, it is possible to describe the importance of this principle by 
analogy to plots. The student as reader of the curriculum or module 
must be able to discern a 'plot' which links the various 'events' in a 
module, and across a curriculum. The outline of this plot must be 
provided in syllabi, in para-curricular markers like the Essential 
Papers, but perhaps more importantly, in periodic meetings or 
discussions with students, which remind them of the place and 
significance of a teaching-learning event, as part of a broader 
narrative or 'celestial' logic. Clearly, the principle of relevance which I 
proposed earlier applies to this level of pedagogy as well: the plot 
must be understood, and seem relevant to students. 
• Pedagogic practice should be based on pacing rules that make it 
possible for students to acquire rules of realisation. As Bernstein 
notes, sequencing rules imply pacing rules. To establish a sequence 
of teaching events entails deciding how much time to devote to each 
event. Teaching media and cultural studies entails the following 
dilemma: the field is based on some extraordinarily complex 
modalities of classification and framing; in order to explain these in 
depth, it is necessary to cover a lot of ground, and if there is little 
time to do so, then one runs the risk of covering too much ground, too 
quickly. This is likely to be a particularly exclusive feature of 
pedagogy, with respect to less able students. But even with the 
faster students, fast pacing is likely to be conducive to a dynamic 
whereby students acquire recognition, but not realisation rules. The 
pacing rule must thus be developed in a manner that enables most 
students to acquire rules of realisation for whatever discourse is 
being taught. This principle applies within a module; over a single 
curricular level or year; and of course, over the three (or four) years 
as well. And it applies to the teaching of research discourses, as 
much as it does to the teaching of media production discourses. 
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The last principles which I've proposed are not particularly innovative. In 
some respects, they are the stuff of educational primers. I have 
nevertheless included them in this thesis for two reasons: first, because 
they are, to use a semiotic analogy, the crucial signifier without which it is 
impossible to acquire the signified of the pedagogic text. And second, to 
contest forms of pedagogy which exchange so-called "conservative" 
pedagogies for "liberal" pedagogies-- visible pedagogies for invisible 
pedagogies-- on the basis of naive understanding of the relation between 
classification, framing, and the subversion of a cultural order. 
Having made this point, I would nonetheless reiterate a point made 
at the outset of this section: that the pedagogy should move from relative 
visibility, to relative invisibility over the three (or four) years of the 
undergraduate course. Doing so, gradually, would preserve the space for all 
students to engage in more transgressive forms of classification and 
framing towards the end of their undergraduate degree. 
2.2 Researched production: the SCC course 
So much for general framework. I will now illustrate one possible realisation 
of this model by using it to propose a restructuring of the SCC course. 
I will begin by proposing a rationale for the new curriculum The 
fundamental aim of the course would be to teach students a praxis in 
science communication. The integrating principle for the course would be 
science communication as the recontextualization (cf. Appendix XXII) of 
scientific discourses, by the mass media. Scientific discourses generated in 
a science field are de- and re-contextualized in a mass media field and text, 
which is then appropriated in a new field, or fields: the field(s) of the popular 
reception of popular science texts. 
This principle would be embodied in a course which would teach 
students about 
• the structure and discourse of specific fields of scientific research; 
• the structure and discourse of specific fields of science 
communication; 
• the structure and discourse of specific fields in which these mass-
mediated discourses are appropriated; 
• discursive transformations entailed by each subsequent 
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recontextualization (including those produced by audiences). 
As part of this process, the course would teach students 
• ways of researching genre texts, and their reception by particular 
audiences; 
• ways of representing science in particular media and genres which 
are informed by a knowledge of the above aspects. 
How to structure a field and genre approach, in a manner that is 
meaningful to students? Assuming that the modalities of reception which I 
studied in 1994195 can be generalised, I propose that one way of doing so 
would be to structure the course around the figure of the 'investigative 
science communicator', relying initially on commonsense understandings of 
this category, and building towards more critical understandings. I further 
propose that the teaching would specialise in the communication of 
particular social 'issues': I propose health issues for the first year of the 
course, and environmental issues for the second year. Students would then 
revisit either in more depth in their third year. I suggest these two issues 
because both are charged with tangible social implications, and both are 
likely to seem immediately relevant to most students. Indeed, in the SCC 
evaluations discussed in chapter four, students expressed a positive 
orientation towards the modality of teaching and learning in the 'Issues' 
sub-strand. Although I noted in chapter two that the structuring of this 
sub-strand reproduced the forms of classification associated with the "Two 
Cultures" discourse, this does not disqualify the figure of 'issue' in general. 
As long as the issue is conceived as a social issue, and one that involves 
communication across two or more fields, as mediated by one or more 
genres, then the educational process can be 'issue-based'. This would make 
possible a more visible pedagogy to the extent that it would enable the 
educator to formulate more visible questions, and eventually, more visible 
criterial rules: how do scientists currently understand this issue, and why do 
they understand it in that way? How do different social groups understand 
this issue, and why do they understand it in those manners? How do the 
media communicate about this issue, and again, why do they do so in this 
manner? Is this a valid way of communicating, and if so, for whom is it 
valid? If not, what constitutes a more valid way of communicating about it? 
In keeping with the approach to 'researched production', the course 
would need to specialise in particular genres of mass communication. There 
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are a number of ways in which this could be done: the entire course could 
specialise in a particular genre; each year could specialise in a particular 
genre; or each year could have 'units' which specialise in genres. Each of 
these proposals has its advantages and disadvantages; greater 
specialisation makes possible a slower pacing and more in-depth 
treatment, but this in turn closes off the opportunity to explore genre 
differences. Excessive specialisation could also be a disadvantage from the 
perspective of prospective job opportunities for students. However, the 
opposite extreme could also be problematic: the study of dynamics within 
too many fields and too many genres could provide students with too 
shallow an understanding of each. For this reason, I would propose for the 
following compromise: for a three year course, I would devote each of the 
first two years to the study and production of one genre of communication; 
and I would devote the last year to more in-depth work with one of the two 
genres presented in the first two years. 
I would propose working with the following genres: during the first 
year, leaflets about health issues (e.g. safe sex, breast cancer, or nutrition), 
and during the second year, video documentaries about environmental 
issues. Beginning with leaflets would have the advantage of providing an 
`object based' medium and genre, which would be easier to analyse in a 
detailed manner, but which would nevertheless exhibit a number of 
multimodal features: verbal text and image text, layout, and so forth. From 
the point of view of future employment, analysing and making leaflets 
would also constitute a useful skill to acquire, since numerous organisations 
produce them. Last but not least, leaflets are also a common way of 
communicating about health issues. 
Moving on to video documentaries in the second year would provide a 
sense of progression to more complex and 'glamorous' media, and would be 
particularly suitable from the perspective of the politics of video 
representations of environmentalist issues. Students could, for example, 
analyse and produce alternative representations of road protests, or other 
forms of direct action. A knowledge of video production would also 
eventually provide students with a 'transferable skill' for multimedia 
productions. Last but certainly not least, the analysis of video would 
provide students with the space for the development of critical television 
reading skills. 
How to organise the above into a coherent curriculum? Figure 1 
represents an outline of a curricular structure which could be employed to 
teach such an approach. I will begin by providing a bird's eye description of 
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the curriculum, and then will provide a more detailed explanation of the 
structure of its Science Communication, and Media Production modules. 
Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 
Figure 1 New 
Science as 
Culture I 
Science Com-
munication I 
Science and 
Societies I 
Media 
Production I 
Science as 
Culture II 
Science Com- 
munication II 
Science and 
Societies II 
Media 
Production II 
Science as 
Culture III [n
Science Corn-
u nication III  
Dissertation 
(Double Module) 
Curriculum for SCC 
The curriculum would teach four 30-credit subjects per annum. This credit 
scheme is the one that was used by the Faculty of Humanities at the time 
which I was writing this thesis. I propose using this scheme, and not the 
five-module scheme, because it would be more suitable for the integrating 
principle which I mentioned earlier. Moreover, it would reduce the potential 
for disintegration by reducing the number of modules which need to be 
integrated, from both the teaching and learning perspective. 
The curriculum would be structured by four inter-related strands: 
Science as Culture; Science and Societies; Science Communication; and 
Media Production. The Science as Culture strand would teach about 
discourses of health (year one) and the environment (year two), generated 
in medical and environmental sciences research fields. This strand would 
recontextualize not just the finings of these fields themselves, but also and 
perhaps more importantly, the discourse of a growing number of scholars, 
who over the past ten or so years have begun to research scientific cultures 
(cf. Haraway 1989), the rhetoric of scientific discourse (cf. Locke 1990; 
Myers 1990), and indeed, scientific literacy itself (cf. Halliday & Martin 
1993). A key aspect of these modules would entail a critical examination of 
patriarchal relations with respect to health and environmental issues: body 
politics, but also the gendering of nature and of scientific institutions in 
general. Each of the modules making up the strand would have as its final 
assessment, a socio-historical analysis (Thompson 1990) of the discursive 
representation of a specific health or environmental issue in the relevant 
scientific field. In year three, students would choose to take a more 
advanced module in whichever of the two fields (health or environmental 
studies) they chose to work with in their dissertation. 
The Science and Societies strand would teach about the 
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recontextualization of research about these issues in State fields, and in 
everyday life. In order to do so, this strand could teach about the history of 
state educational campaings, and on recent ethnographic studies on social 
perceptions of risk with respect to health (year one) and environmental 
(year two) issues (cf. Douglas, Irwin & Wynne 1996). This module would 
have as its summative assessment, a cultural analysis of the way in which 
a state educational campaign engaged-- or failed to engage-- with popular 
understandings of a particular health or environmental issue. 
The Science Communication strand would provide the space for a 
social semiotic analysis of the leaflet genre (as used to communicate about 
health issues) in year one, and the video documentary (as used to 
communicate environmental issues) in year two. In year three, students 
would have the option of taking a more advanced module on whichever of 
the two genres they chose to work with in their dissertation. The 
assessment for each of these modules would be a social semiotic analysis of 
the construction and reception of a particular leaflet (year one) or video 
documentary (year two). 
The Media Production strand would teach students to 
communicate about the issues studied in the first two strands, in or in 
relation to the genres and media studied in the Science 
Communicationstrand. This on the basis of what I described earlier as 
`producerly analysis'. 
Finally, the dissertation would involve choosing one of the previous 
issues (health or environmental studies), and genres (leaflet or video 
documentary) and producing a more advanced text, on the basis of more 
sophisticated diagnostic of the relations within, or between the fields 
studied. In effect, the dissertation would provide students with the space to 
do research, and media production at a greater level of complexity than was 
possible in previous years. It would also provide each student with the 
chance to do their "own thing", even as they helped other students to realise 
their own projects. The completed text would then be shown to focus groups 
in the level III Science Communication module, in order to provide each 
student with detailed feedback about her/his production. Appendix XXIII 
contains an example of how the sequencing for the different strands could 
work for a given year in the course. 
I will now describe in more detail the pedagogic practice that I 
envision for the Science Communication module, and for the Media 
Production module. I will concentrate on just these modules for reasons of 
space, and focus. I will begin with the Science Communication module. 
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Teaching and learning in this strand would centre on the analysis of the 
recontextualization of the discourses studied in other modules, in the 
mentioned genres of mass communication. The emphasis would be on 
linking the recontextualization of the health or environmental discourse, to 
the process of genre communication, where genre is conceived as a relation 
between production, construction, and reception. In effect, teaching in the 
new module would always be 'located' within a particular genre, whose 
features would be examined in some detail. 
Each year, the teaching would be structured in a manner that would 
prepare students to do a textual analysis of a genre text (leaflet in year one, 
and video in year two) and then audience research. The textual analysis 
would be somewhat unorthodox in that it would require students to begin by 
analysing the context of production of the genre text. This would involve 
interviewing the producers in order to better understand the constraints 
they faced during the production process. Interviews like these would also 
enable students to ascertain what the producers' intentions were, and what 
audience(s) they were attempting to reach. 
This preliminary stage would be followed up by a detailed textual 
analysis that would have the object of revealing the social construction of 
the text. However, the textual analysis would also relate this aspect to the 
results of the first stage of the research: were the producer's intentions 
realised? Where there aspects of the text which escaped the producers' 
intentions? What relations of ideology, if any, may have been promoted by 
the text? 
This first assignment would be followed up by audience research 
about the reception of the analysed text. Indeed, the second half of the 
course would be devoted to teaching students focus group techniques, and 
discourse analysis. The first and the second assessments would be linked to 
the extent that the textual analysis would serve to generate hypotheses 
about the possible readings of the text. The hypotheses would then be 
tested by means of focus group research. Aside from teaching students 
about the complexity of the process of mass communication, this process 
would have the added benefit of preparing students for future work in 
communication consultancy roles. 
In the Science Communicationmodule, as in all other modules, there 
would be an emphasis on teaching students visible principles of description 
for the different forms of research. Moreover, there would be a clear 
progression towards more complex and subtle forms of analysis. Hence, the 
value of having the same module repeated, with greater depth and 
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complexity, each year. For example, the first year might introduce basic 
social semiotic terms-- sign, representation, text, discourse -- and the rules 
for their use in the analysis of texts that could be readily analysed in 
lectures and seminars (this is part of the rationale for using leaflets in the 
first year). The second year would develop a more elaborate account of the 
process of recontextualization, and would teach theories of, and principles of 
description for more complexly multi-modal media (e.g. video). 
The actual realisation of this process in lectures and seminars would 
be as follows: plenary lectures would be used to explain the different 
aspects of the process of mass communication, and to provide key 
examples of research practice, according to a very explicit, that is visible 
pedagogy where hierarchical, but especially where sequencing and criterial 
rules are concerned. They would be followed by seminars with smaller 
groups, which would be used to provide students with the opportunity to 
engage in the form of analysis exemplified in the lecture. Indeed most of the 
seminars would be devoted to student presentations, during which each 
group of students would present, and receive feedback on their plans for the 
textual analysis, and for the focus group research. 
Whereas in the past my teaching previously oscillated between the 
concept-driven and 'textual analysis' modality, each of which had problems 
(cf. chapters three, and four), my teaching would now be based on a new 
modality which would integrate these two as follows: I would always begin 
by introducing either a 'textual' example, or an issue which could be 
recognised by students. Thereafter, I would pose a question of the example 
or issue in terms which students would also be able to relate to. Having 
done this, I would then proceed to introduce key concepts and procedures, 
but always with reference to the text or issue. This process would be 
repeated in seminars, with respect to students' own analyses. 
Where assessment is concerned, each assessment would be strongly 
framed, in the sense that students would be required to engage in the 
textual analysis, and in the focus group research, according to very explicit 
criteria and methodologies which the course would teach them throughout 
the year. 
I now wish to turn to the Media Production module. This module 
would play a key role in the curricular structure. However, it is important 
to note that the restructuring of the curriculum on the basis of a strong 
integrating idea and code means that the module would not have to provide 
all of the context for researched production. On the contrary, the teaching 
and learning of media production would be embedded in a context which 
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should enable students to communicate quite differently about a topic. This 
is a key difference with respect to the current SCC course, and indeed, with 
respect to the combined modality in general. These tend to operate on the 
basis of collection codes, and on the basis of a 'false' integrating principle 
(media studies as the 'theory' for media 'practice'). 
Nonetheless, and as I explained earlier, the new curriculum would be 
meaningless unless it were corresponded by a change in pedagogic practice 
within the production course, itself. If the course were taught on the basis 
of either an 'idealist' or a 'realist' theory of instruction, the entire curricular 
structure would be useless. Hence the importance of having the production 
course taught by a lecturer with an intimate understanding of the academic 
discourses being recontextualized in the course; and a capacity to teach 
students to develop forms of communication on the basis of her/his 
intimate 'producerly' knowledge of radical forms of production in the 
particular genre. 
Indeed, each year, the Media Production module would centre on just 
one genre, one medium, and the issues analysed in the rest of the 
curriculum. The links between this module and the rest could only be 
developed if, as I suggested above, the lecturer was familiar with the 
various strands; and if the sequencing of the various strands was staggered. 
If, for example, the course was organised on the basis of three terms, then 
students could be asked to complete their research for other modules by the 
end of the second term, or the beginning of the third term, to then devote 
the rest of the third term to producing their final 'major' production. 
This lecturer would need to structure the module around three 
different, but inter-related modalities of pedagogic practice. The first would 
be 'producerly analysis' of examples of critical forms of communication, and 
the generation of theories of production for the different genres being 
studied. The second form of practice would involve the design, production, 
and evaluation of actual texts, within the relevant genre, in response to the 
results of research produced in other modules and following the model 
generated by producerly analysis. The third modality of practice would 
involve teaching students to control specific technologies. By this I refer to 
exercises with the various types of equipment, which occur prior to the 
actual 'researched' production. The teaching of some of these tasks could be 
performed by technicians. However, the lecturer would need to structure 
this teaching in ways that avoided a regression to exercises which 
decontextualize production decisions from communication contexts. Doing 
so to some extent is inevitable; however, at least some elements of context 
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can always be incorporated in even the simplest of production exercises. 
For example, if students are being taught to use different fonts, then an 
exercise can be developed which asks students to choose a font which is 
suitable for a particular communicative context. This integrates both the 
instrumental aspect of the process (learning to select fonts from a menu) 
and the semiotic. Within each module, and within the strand as a whole, 
there would be a sequencing of exercises involving more and more complex 
forms of communication, and more and more complex contexts of 
communication. 
Each year, there would ideally be at least two full productions, which 
would involve the following: for the first full production, attempting to 
`improve' the design of the leaflet which each group analysed for the textual 
analysis of the Science Communication module. For the second, final 
production, producing a leaflet which redesigned the analysed leaflet 
entirely, on the basis of the findings of the textual analysis and the focus 
group research carried out in the Science Communication module. 
Throughout this process, the lecturer would adopt the role of 
something akin to a 'Socratic', albeit a non-patriarchal, mediator: asking 
questions about the meaning and value of production decisions, regarded 
always as (social) semiotic decisions; and about how these relate to the 
designated audience and to the context in which that audience is expected 
to read the text. Of course, the lecturer would have to have the freedom to 
`rove' throughout the various times and spaces of production. 
It is not possible to exaggerate the importance of this 'Socratic', and 
`mobile' aspect of the pedagogy. This role would not only guarantee the 
lecturer's, and thus the critical discourse's presence in all aspects of 
production, but would have the role of developing students' semiotic 
reflexivity and self-reflexivity. As part of this role, such a modality could 
help to interrupt the reproduction of patriarchal relations by discussing 
with students the ways in which gender-based ideologies are produced and 
reproduced by means of technology. Indeed a key aspect of the module at 
the end of each academic year would be to discuss in detail, the relations 
that developed between group members. But this in the context of an 
informal group discussion, and not as some form of collective denunciation 
or marked "self-analysis". 
I will now comment on the transformations which this new 
curriculum entails, vis-a-vis the SCC curriculum which existed until the 
1996/1997 year. 
First, the question of the relation between the secondary and the 
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primary field, or education and work. The pedagogic practice would be 
structured neither by the autonomous, nor by the market-oriented 
modality. It would teach students very specific and visible 'skills' which 
could be exchanged for economic capital in a number of workplaces. 
However, the emphasis would be on developing modes of cultural practice 
that contest dominant symbolic rulers of consciousness. At the end of the 
three-year course, students would have so-called basic communication 
`skills', but also, the capacity to critique relations of domination in the 
science and science communication fields, and to propose and realise 
alternatives. This is what I would describe as a 'critical vocational' 
approach. 
Second, the boundaries and codes operating in the curriculum would 
be radically changed. The boundaries would no longer be based on the "Two 
Cultures" opposition between 'science' and 'humanities', or 'science' and 
`culture'. Science would be taught as culture. There would be boundaries--
there always must be-- but the criteria would change: the boundaries would 
occur between different fields, as conceived by Bourdieu. However, even 
here, there would be important changes. Whereas the 1994/95 curriculum 
operated with high external values of classification and framing of 'science' 
subjects and 'humanities' subjects, the new scheme would operate with 
much lower values: all teaching would be based on a single social theory, 
structured along the lines of a social semiotic conception of science 
communication. Moreover, the integrating idea would be specifically 
designed to link the different fields by showing the successive 
transformations of scientific discourses. Hence, although each strand would 
explore the specificity of its field (science, science communication, or other) 
it would constantly make reference to a central web of concepts, and to a 
single process. Indeed, the curriculum would be based on an integrated code, 
and would have teachers-based integration. As I explained above, the 
integrating idea would be the study of the process of recontextualization of 
scientific discourses across different fields. 
Third, the course would be structured around a relatively visible 
modality of pedagogic practice, especially during the first year where 
sequencing and criterial rules are concerned. Students would be informed, in 
terms they could understand, about the structure and forms of progression 
of each aspect of the course, and about the course as a whole: for example, 
"during the first year you will be taught how to use leaflets to communicate 
about specific health issues". 
I will now discuss several potential problems with the above 
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proposals. 
The first of these is the one that behoves any curriculum with an 
integrating idea and code: the extent to which there is sufficient integration 
amongst staff members to teach such a curriculum. Clearly, unless the 
staff have a shared academic discourse, and share a theory of instruction, 
it would be difficult to teach my proposed curriculum But after recognising 
the need for (and thus the potential problem of) integration on the basis of a 
particular discursive orientation, it is important to remember that the new 
SCC would continue to be an undergraduate degree. The first SCC 
curriculum projected a model pedagogic subject which was more 
appropriate for an MA-level course, than it was for a BA. I make this point 
because at least in the first and second years of the new degree, much of 
the teaching would cover "basic concepts" and issues in research which 
could be taught by many, if not most lecturers in media and cultural studies 
provided that they had some understanding of the different social-scientific 
issues, and could familiarise themselves with suitable issues and examples 
for analysis. 
Another potential problem concerns the sequencing and inter-
relation of the various strands. I have suggested that the sequencing of the 
different modules would have to be inter-related. This too, would require 
close integration on the part of the teaching staff. Here, I have recognised 
that it might only be possible to engage in full 'researched production' in just 
the final production of each year, and of course, in the dissertation module. 
Another problem could be found in the relation between the different 
modules. It could be argued that this relation is still based on a linear 
conception of communication: 'learn the science, and then learn how to 
communicate it'. This, however, not the case. The Science as Culture 
modules would teach about science as discourse and as field, whereby there 
could be no return to the PUS model of science communication. Moreover, 
each of the strands would maintain a 'relative autonomy' from the rest to 
the extent that it would reveal the logics of its own field(s) of study, logics 
which cannot and should not be reduced to a lineal conception of the process 
of recontextualization. 
I now wish to conclude this section by discussing what is, in my view, 
the fundamental problem. It is one thing to recognise problems in 
classification and framing, and another to transform the existing modalities 
of classification and framing, across an institution. If one can speak of 
`lessons', then the fundamental lesson in both the SCC course as a whole, 
and the Communicating Science module in particular is that in both levels 
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the 'old' modes of classification and framing continued to emerge like the 
proverbial heads of the hydra. One of the reasons why this happened was 
that the modes of classification and framing were embedded in all levels of 
the pedagogic text, including the institutional organisation and hierarchy. 
Here Bernstein's, but more generally Foucault's notion of discourse is 
important in that it reminds us of the institutionally embedded nature of all 
forms of knowledge. Until this embedding is recognised, and with it, the 
power of institutional interests, dilemmas and contradictions, then the 
discursive process is likely to undermine even the most radical pedagogic 
re-conceptualizations. 
What to do about this level of problems? I propose that the educator 
is faced with the problematic which Max Weber once articulated in terms of 
the tension between an ethics of conviction, which in its extreme form 
becomes an ideologised idealism; and an ethics of responsibility, which in its 
extreme form becomes a form of methodological violence, or methodological 
realism12. To disregard the relations of power, the contradictions, dilemmas 
and interests would be to engage in an ethics of conviction which would 
result in a situation not unlike the one faced in the SCC course, where a 
certain idealism on the part of the founding practitioners may have led 
them to disregard the whole question, indeed the whole problem of the 
institutionally embedded nature of knowledge. In this sense, it could be 
argued that the prudent course of action in such a context would be to 
design a curriculum which recognises the balance of power in the 
institutional context. 
On the other the hand, the opposite case can also be argued. 
Although there may have been some idealism in the structuring of the first 
SCC course, in the end its prevailing ethic was an ethic of responsibility. 
After a first 'moment' of idealism, after a first discursive gap opened in 
which a fundamentally different course seemed possible, the structuring of 
the new course became driven by the need to devise a curriculum which 
respected the institutional forms of classification and framing. This by 
maintaining a strong insulation between the science and humanities 
categories in the curriculum as a whole; by maintaining an equally strong 
insulation between media 'theory' and 'practice' categories; and last but not 
least, by structuring the relations between the discourses in a manner that 
made sacred the very category which the course was attempting to 
secularise. 
In such a context, to propose another 'realist' model would be to 
reproduce the very dynamics which this thesis has revealed. For this 
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reason, I would argue that it is necessary to produce a critically utopian 
discourse which might provide the space for thinking the unthinkable. If a 
`discursive gap' is to opened again, then it is crucial to present alternatives 
which may at first glance seem unfeasible, but which may nevertheless 
offer new, more critical ideals which practitioners may work towards. This 
is the spirit with which I have developed the model for researched 
production. 
3. 	 For further research 
To conclude this thesis and chapter, I would like finally to look back on my 
own research process and comment on its limitations, as well as on areas 
that would warrant further research in the future. 
The first and main limitation of my research is, paradoxically, its 
raison d'etre . As I explained in Appendix I, my research was not structured 
on the basis of the neat distinction between researching subject and 
researched object which is normally a requirement for social research. I 
researched my own practice, and this meant that, from the start, my 
handling of the conceptual relation between subject and object did not 
conform to the orthodoxy of the social semiotics of pedagogic practice. I set 
out to research what, in the dominant sociological consciousness, is the un-
researchable: that is, my own practice. Although this can be represented as 
a process of contestation in its own right, I am keenly aware of the limits of 
such a 'contestation': the philosophical maxim, know thyself, can never be 
fully achieved. For this reason, I engaged in this research in the knowledge 
that in many ways, I would lack the sort of bonne distance which social 
scientific research is normally premised on. I nevertheless am convinced 
that the lack of orthodoxy in my approach has not prevented me from 
making discoveries which are relevant to my own teaching, and perhaps to 
that of others as well. 
Another limitation of this research is that I could not research the 
relation between students' reception of pedagogic practice, and students 
`local practice'. That is, the relation between learning and particular 
structures of class, 'race', ethnicity, previous education, and especially, 
everyday life. I explained in chapter four why I could not engage in such 
research, and this undoubtedly constitutes an important limitation in my 
research. Even so, my research did reveal at least some significant gender-
based differences in the evaluation of the SCC course, and in the 
206 
participation of students in the production process. I propose that future 
research on this subject would need to examine the structures and 
dynamics of differential acquisition far more rigorously, and above all, in 
relation to the structures of 'local practice'. Here the general question could 
be, does a particular structuring of pedagogic practice in the combined 
modality favour the acquisition of media studies and media production 
categories by particular social groups? As a working hypothesis, I would 
propose that courses with an invisible pedagogy, with an autonomous and 
critical orientation, but with a 'media theory and practice' split, would be 
particularly exclusive of male working-class students where the acquisition 
of media studies is concerned; and of female working class students where 
the acquisition of media production categories is concerned. 
A third limitation is the relative absence of detailed empirical 
research into the construction and reception of SCC modules different from 
my own. I explained in chapter two that the SCC course was too large to be 
researched in detail by a single researcher with limited resources. I also 
faced the ethical problem of investigating my colleagues' practice, at a time 
when there was considerable sensitivity about pedagogic practices across 
the two faculties. A larger research team, constituted perhaps by other 
practitioners in the course and in both faculties, would undoubtedly uncover 
a number of features of pedagogic practice which I failed to detect in my 
own investigation. Interviews with other practitioners, and the analysis of 
`public' documentation, though useful, have their limitations. Although I am 
satisfied that my research did uncover the fundamental relations in the 
degree as a whole, the ideal would be an investigation which compares and 
contrasts pedagogic practice by means of empirical research into all levels 
of pedagogic practice across the entire curriculum. 
From the perspective of micro-pedagogic research, it is also true that 
my research did not engage in systematic, and highly detailed analysis of 
any single pedagogic encounter. By 'highly detailed', I mean for example an 
analysis of the social semiotic structure of the linguistic utterances of the 
various speakers, such as is made possible with the methodology of 
Halliday (1994) or of critical discourse analysts like Kress and Hodge 
(1993). This constitutes a limitation in both Bernstein's approach, and my 
own. Research into the intermediate or macro-structures does need to be 
accompanied by detailed research into the social semiotics of pedagogic 
encounters or specific aspects of the pedagogic text, that is, by a micro-
pedagogic analysis. Here, research into specific seminar dynamics, and 
media production dynamics would be particularly useful. This as an area of 
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research which requires considerable semiotic expertise, but which is 
clearly important to the development of an educational praxis. 
Last but certainly not least, my investigation was limited by the 
relative absence of research into the problem of the acquisition of rules of 
realisation for media production in higher education, and indeed in other 
contexts. I believe that a whole new field of research can be developed in 
relation to the question of the development of what I will refer to as media 
producer literacies. How is it that audio-visual producers learn the rules of 
realisation in particular genres? Media Studies and media education have 
begun to do research into the development of media reading skills, or what 
might with Bernstein be described as the acquisition of recognition rules for 
media communication processes. But it is one thing to investigate the 
acquisition of recognition rules for media reading processes, and another to 
investigate the acquisition of the rules of realisation for empirical 
production in particular media genres. Research into the latter domain 
would shed light on what remains the fundamental problem for lecturers in 
combined courses: how to help students to acquire the desired (critical) 
realisation rules in media production? I believe that my thesis has shown 
some of the reasons why this didn't happen in my own course. It has also 
proposed some ways in which this could happen in a new course. It would 
however be a matter of some interest to conduct more exhaustive research 
into the acquisition of realisation rules by producers in a variety of media 
and genres, and particularly in those cases where producers are able to 
interrupt processes of social reproduction. 
I propose that processes like these could be fruitfully studied on the 
basis of Bernstein's theory of pedagogic communication. If it is recognised 
that "in house" media training involves a process of construction and 
reception of pedagogic discourse, then it becomes possible to conceive a 
research process that studies the ways in which producers, or prospective 
producers, acquire the rules of realisation for particular genres. In my view, 
this is a process which could be powerfully explained with a theory which is 
capable of linking the forms of classification and framing in an audio-visual 
text, to the forms of classification and framing in the institution as a whole. 
This was something which I began to do in this thesis when I suggested how 
the content and form of students' videos reproduced in part the forms of 
classification and framing which prevailed in the SCC course. A research 
project more specifically focused around this problem, which was informed 
by the history of the modalities of pedagogic practice associated with "in-
house" training, could provide fascinating insights into a process which has 
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until now been scarcely researched. 
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Notes 
1 In his latest work Bernstein describes the efforts of researchers to use his 
theory to develop forms of pedagogy which are less exclusive towards 
particular social groups (cf. Bernstein 1996). 
2 For interesting examples of research about this process, see Janice 
Radway (1987). In the context of science communication, a much less 
developed, but still useful example is found in the work by Roger Silverstone 
(1985 & 1986) on the production, construction, and reception of a Horizon 
documentary. 
3 Here I have in mind the extraordinary work of the BA (lions) in 
Communication and Culture offered by the Valle University in Cali, 
Colombia, where students were taught to engage with a variety of grass 
roots organisations in Cali and in the surrounding towns. In effect, the 
traditionally depoliticised conception of 'public relations' was turned on its 
head, in order to make way for a radically politicised conception of the role 
of a variety of forms of communication within any given community or 
`public sphere'. Students were taught to analyse the forms of 
communication within specific fields, and to make proposals that were 
conducive to more democratic forms of interaction within those fields. 
4 Bourdieu defines the concept of field as "a network, or a configuration, of 
objective relations between positions. These positions are objectively 
defined, in their existence and in the determinations they impose upon their 
occupants, agents or institutions, by their present and potential situation 
(situs) in the structure of the distribution of species of power (or capital) 
whose possession commands access to the specific profits that are at 
stake in the field, as well as by their objective relation to other positions 
(domination,subordination, homology, etc.)" (Bourdieu 1992:94). 
5 To recontextualize the concept of field, and the concept of discourse in this 
manner is of course, a sacrilege. Bourdieu does not recognise the category of 
discourse, as formulated by Foucault, or by Bernstein. I however believe 
that the two categories are mutually complementary. One emphasises 
structure; the other, process. 
6 'Act to synchronise', but don't always manage to. See Mattelart & 
Mattelart (1990) for a fascinating account of this problem in Brazilian 
telenovelas. 
7 The complexity of the process of mass communication becomes apparent 
when the inter-relation between the concepts of field, and genre are 
examined. Although many genres of mass communication are field-specific, 
in which case their rules act to articulate horizons of expectation according 
to the rules of a specific field, many span across two or more fields. In this 
case, the genre rules act to mediate the differing sets of rules across the 
different fields. Moreover, in the case of the mass media, the media genres 
are produced within a distinct field-- the field of mass communication--
which has its own rules, and its own rules for establishing mediations 
between rules. 
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8 "The models that I develop here should be able to describe the 
organisational, discursive and transmission practices in all pedagogic 
agencies and show the process whereby selective acquisition takes place. I 
also want to make it very clear that my concept of pedagogic practice is 
somewhat wider than the relationships that go on in schools. Pedagogic 
practices would include the relationships between doctor and patient .... 
psychiatrist and the so-called mentally ill ... architects and planners" 
(1996:17). I propose that, provided that the extension of the concept was 
linked to a theory of mass communication, the concept of 
recontextualization could be extended to the relationship between media 
producers, and audiences. 
9 Here I am aware of two equally problematic dangers: the first, and most 
obvious, is an approach which fails to recognize the hegemonic nature of 
mainstream media genres. But the second danger involves assuming 
explicitly or implicitly the disposition of those who, like members of the 
Frankfurt School, condemn any form of communication which does not 
explicitly contest relations of domination. The risks of assuming a left-wing 
elitism as part of this second stance have been discussed in detail by 
numerous scholars, including Martin-Barbero (1993). 
10 Pragmatic as in the tripartite distinction suggested by continental 
semioticians,according to which analysis can emphasise the syntactical, 
semantic, or pragmatic dimensions of a text. 
11  Although the whole audience aspect is crucial, I wish to emphasise what, 
in my experience, is the somewhat forgotten importance of understanding, 
and developing links with, a critical community of producers. For such links 
to develop, it would be necessary to create the space for actual 
conversations or conferences with the producers. However, here the object 
would not be simply to weaken the framing of the degree, as is proposed by 
the advocates of realist theories of instruction. Rather, the object would be 
firstly, to explore the biography of the producer as a lived, and political 
experience within, or in relation to a particular genre; and secondly, to 
explore the very process whereby, in my earlier terms, an empirical subject 
becomes a (symbolic) subject of enunciation. The chance to meet and/or 
listen to producers "in flesh and blood" would be indispensable in making 
this process more concrete. I am aware that this last proposal may seem 
to be a return to an `auteur' conception of media production. I would 
however note that my use of Bettetini's conception of the subject of 
enunciation is meant to counteract the dangers of the fallacy of intention 
(Thompson 1990). 
12 Here I paraphrase P. Ricoeur's (1974) reading of Weber's distinction. 
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Appendix I 
A Critique of Carr and Kemmis' 
Methodology of Educational Action Research 
Introduction 
In the past ten to fifteen years, two research traditions have become well-es-
tablished alternatives to both theoretical and applied research in education. 
These new forms of educational research are the result of dissatisfaction with 
two common approaches to educational research. On the one hand, a number 
of scholars have pointed out the problematic nature of so-called grand theor-
ies of education, or what with B. Bernstein, I would identify as grand "theories 
of instruction": normative theories which attempt to provide models for good 
teaching practice on the basis of an a priori set of educational goals or ends. 
Though 'practical', these theories pose a number of problems. First, they are 
based on the assumption that a model of 'good' teaching eliminates any fur-
ther need for critical reflection about educational ends. Second, they tend to 
be based on a process of translation (or what in this thesis I shall describe as 
the "recontextualization" of preexisting theories of psychology or philosophi-
cal principles, and not on research into the specificities of educational types 
or contexts. Finally, with the possible exception of a handful of critical pedago-
giesl, they tend not to be ideologically critical: that is, they are not based on a 
theory of the relationship between education and power. 
Scholars who are advocates of the newer traditions of educational re-
search have also pointed out the problems with both 'pure' (e.g. sociology) and 
applied educational research traditions (e.g. applied psychology). The first 
type of research is not based on the practitioners' own categories of under-
standing, or practical action. The second, especially in its more positivist 
forms of "policy science" (Fay 1977), is limited by the crudely instrumental 
nature of its reasoning: its promoters make a radical distinction between edu-
cational means and ends, and attempt to conduct ostensibly value-free re-
search about the educational means. Advocates of the "reflective turn", like 
the critics of policy science in general, argue that the means-ends distinction 
is not only 'impractical', but a mystifying account of the educational process. 
This to the extent that it dissimulates the fact that educational ends and 
means are always inextricably intertwined. 
In response to these problems, one group of educational researchers 
have taken what Schon (1983; 1991) calls "the reflective turn": they have 
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suggested that it is necessary to ground any proposals for educational prac-
tice on the observation, description and explication of educational practitio-
ners' understandings of their own practice. In doing so, they argue that any 
practical proposals must be based on an explanations of the understandings 
which are already built into the teacher's actions in everyday practice (Scholl 
1991:5). In order to research these understandings, the advocates of the 
"reflective turn" have used a variety of approaches, which include psycho-
analytic theory, narrative theory, and critical theory2. 
Another group of researchers, while agreeing with the need for a 
"reflective turn", has nevertheless proposed an even more radical methodolo-
gical shift: that educational research should be carried out by the practitioners 
themselves, and in relation to their own practice. The advocates of this ap-
proach, known as "action research" or "teacher-as-researcher", agree that in-
strumental conceptions of educational means and ends, and educational the-
ory and practice (cf section two) are ultimately unsustainable. But they also 
argue that if teachers are to develop more critical forms of practice, then it is 
necessary to develop forms of enquiry in which educational research and pro-
fessional development can be more easily integrated. They also argue that re-
search conducted by researchers 'external' to the practice may be of some 
value, but it is bound to be severely limited by the researcher's externality to 
the practice. So although external researchers may participate in the educa-
tional research process as "facilitators", the research should be carried out by 
the practitioners themselves. After all, or so the advocates of this position 
argue, it is the practitioner who must transform his or her own practice. 
I shall critically examine the issues that this stance gives rise to later 
in this appendix. For now, I simply wish to note that these methodological de-
bates are welcome inasmuch as they redefine the boundaries between ques-
tions which have traditionally been the domain of the philosophy of education, 
and questions which have traditionally been the domain of empirical educa-
tional research. This redefinition of boundaries makes it possible to pose 
questions about the autonomy of the researcher, the validity of particular re-
search epistemologies, and the relationship between educational theory prac-
tice, but this in ways which overcome the false certainties of more traditional, 
positivist forms of educational research. 
Even so, it is worth noting that, despite the proliferation of 'reflective' 
and 'practical' proposals, few researchers have discussed in detail the episte-
mological and methodological issues faced by educators who wish to research 
their own practice. In this sense, it is easy for proposals like these to become 
slogans which are no more than the other side of the same positivist coin. 
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This to the extent that they are unable to transcend the opposition between 
objectivism and subjectivism, theoretical and practical research, or between 
coherence and relevance in educational research. 
In this sense, perhaps the only sustained and coherent effort to deve-
lop an entirely new epistemology and methodology of this new type of re-
search is found in the work of the S. Can. and W. Kemmis (1986). Their cen-
tral text, Becoming Critical, attempts to address the epistemological and me-
thodological challenges posed by both the emerging "reflective turn", and 
"teacher as researcher" traditions. Carr and Kemmis' work is also exceptional 
in that it constitutes a sustained effort to develop both a 'practical' and ideo-
logically critical epistemology for what they call educational action re-
search, which they define as 
a family of activities in curriculum development, professional deve-
lopment, school improvement programs, and systems planning and 
policy development. These activities have in common the identifica-
tion of strategies of planned action which are implemented, and 
then systematically submitted to observation, reflection and change. 
Participants in the action being considered are integrally involved in 
all of these activities" (1986:164-65; emphasis in the original3). 
Throughout the rest of this appendix, I shall offer a critical review of several 
important features of this approach. I shall consider first, Carr and Kemmis' 
call for a greater educational professionalism based on educational research; 
second, their critique of technical, and practical or "interpretive" approaches 
to educational theory and practice; third, their characterisation of a "post-
empiricist" epistemology for educational research; and finally, their charac-
terisation of educational action research as a form of Habermasian Critical 
Social Science. Although my review will explain why, in the end, I shall not use 
Can- and Kemmis' proposals, the review will enable me to make explicit a 
number of my own methodological assumptions. 
1. 	 E.A.R. as the basis for educational professionalism 
Carr and Kemmis justify the need for Educational Action Research with an 
appeal to the need for a greater professionalism amongst educational practi-
tioners. Their criteria for professionalism are the following: first, the methods 
and procedures employed by the professional should be based on a theoretical 
knowledge and research; second, there should be an "overriding commitment 
[on the part of the members of a profession] to the well-being of their clients"; 
and third, that "to ensure that they can always act in the interest of their 
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clients, members of a profession reserve the right to make autonomous judg-
ments free from external non-professional controls and constraints" (1986:8). 
According to Carr and Kemmis, a review of the educational practice re-
veals the limited extent to which these criteria are fulfilled. Theory and re-
search play a less important role in teaching than in other professions; the 
student-teacher relationship hardly conforms to the 'client-service' model; and 
many if not most teachers have little professional autonomy in the organisa-
tional context when compared to other professionals of different fields. "What 
all of this suggests", the authors say, is that 
if teaching is to become a more genuinely professional activity, 
three sorts of development will be necessary. First, the attitudes 
and practices of teachers must become more firmly grounded in 
educational theory and research. Secondly, the professional auto-
nomy of teachers must be extended to include the opportunity to 
participate in the decisions that are made about the broader educa-
tional context within which they operate; that is, professional auto-
nomy must be regarded as collective, as well as an individual mat-
ter. Thirdly, the professional responsibilities of the teacher must be 
extended so as to include a professional obligation to interested par-
ties in the community at large" (1986:9). 
Especially the first criterion of professionalism-- that the methods and 
procedures employed by the professional should be based on a theoretical 
knowledge and research-- seems useful for the purpose of my own investiga-
tion. However, the rest of Carr and Kemmis's criteria are influenced by a 
highly questionable discourse. To begin with, their second criterion adopts a 
market metaphor to describe professionalism professionalism. Doing so 
transposes what are essentially Neo-liberal market metaphors to the context 
of education. These metaphors do not adequately describe the educational 
process, which operates on the basis of rules that are quite different from 
those which govern a client-server relationship. Furthermore, they arguably 
introduce 'imported' forms of practice to the educational organisation which 
actually undermine the social relations of the organisation. 
Carr and Kemmis's third criterion can be critiqued on the basis of a cri-
tique of professional discourses as the symbolic basis of professional ideolo-
gies- that is, they are discursive means of developing or maintaining relations 
of domination in professional fields of interaction (cf. Thompson 1990; I will 
say more about ideology below). According to this view, professionalism can 
itself serve to constrain the autonomy of "professionals". This is not some-
thing which Can and Kemmis acknowledge, and will lead me to propose a re-
interpretation of their concept of professionalism later in this appendix. 
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2. The critique of technical and practical approaches to 
educational research 
Professionalism in education requires educational research. But what is edu-
cational research? And how can such research be conducive to an educational 
praxis? These are the central questions which Carr and Kemmis attempt to 
answer in Becoming Critical. Their answers are greatly indebted to herme-
neutic critiques of positivism in educational research, and critical hermeneu-
tic critiques of hermeneutics in educational research. For this reason, in the 
present section I will review in turn, Carr and Kemmis's critiques of the posi-
tivist (or technical) and interpretive (or practical-hermeneutic) approaches to 
educational theory and practice. 
In order to lay a foundation for their own epistemological framework, 
Carr and Kemmis begin by examining the strengths and weaknesses of the 
dominant paradigms in educational research. They begin with an analysis of 
positivist or "natural science" approaches. The "natural science" approach to 
teaching is based on the principle that doing educational research is a matter 
of applying social science concepts, theories, and methodologies in educational 
research. This approach has at least two variations: on the one hand, there 
are those who advocate the "engineering view" of educational research, ac-
cording to which the task of educational research is to develop an 
"educational technology in which appropriate psychological knowledge is ap-
plied to the practical tasks of teaching and classroom organisation"(1986:56- 
57). The most notorious example of this approach is found in the work of B.F. 
Skinner (1968), who attempt to apply behaviourist principles in the develop-
ment of a stimulus-response model of learning. 
On the other hand, those advocating what Carr and Kemmis refer to 
as the "medicine model" interpret the concept of application (of science) in 
terms of the identification of general laws which govern educational situa-
tions, and which define the parameters within which teachers can operate. 
According to the approach, the task of the educational practitioner is not un-
like that of the medical practitioner: in proposing a practice, s/he must take 
into account the relevant laws (psychological, sociological or other) which 
operate in the field. Carr and Kemmis suggest that this medical analogy is at 
the heart of efforts to apply functionalist forms of the sociology of education4. 
Can. and Kemmis note that embedded in both of these "variants" there 
is what Habermas (1972) has described as a technical knowledge-constitu-
tive interest: an interest in acquiring knowledge about something in order to 
control and manipulate it. In keeping with this interest, the epistemology of 
such research is a positivist one. In general, positivists advocate the use of a 
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natural science model of explanation for the social sciences. The natural sci-
ence model involved is based on what Kolakowski (1972) has called the rule of 
phenomenalism, and on the hypothetico-deductive method. The first denies 
the validity of any knowledge not derived from sensory experience; the second 
regards logical deduction, and hypothesis testing as the "proper" scientific 
methods. Positivist approaches are thus empiricist, and treat social research 
as a deductive process of hypothesis testing, whereby efforts are made to ex-
plain a dependent variable (Y) in terms of an independent variable or vari-
ables (X) in causal terms: X produces Y. 
The results of this type of research are used to discover and explain 
causal laws that apply to all similar contexts (X produces Y in all Z contexts). 
Such explanations are meant to enable researchers to predict, and thereby 
begin to manipulate and control social events (e.g. by removing the causes of 
Y). As applied to educational practice, this epistemology is meant to produce 
knowledge which serves to predict and provide practical control over the edu-
cational process (Fay 1977)5. As Carr and Kemmis put it, 
... it is the predictive value of scientific theories that give 
them their practical value for, by laying the foundations for the 
manipulation of educational situations, they provide the opportun-
ity for bringing about desirable educational goals. Thus, educational 
theory guides practice by making predictions about what would 
happen if some aspects of an educational situation were modified. 
On the basis of these predictions it becomes possible, by manipula-
ting a particular set of variables, to control events so that desirable 
goals are achieved and undesirable consequences eliminated 
(1986:67). 
Though positivism recognises that the ends of social processes involve va-
lues, it suggests that the most effective means to achieve these ends can be 
researched, and implemented in value-free ways. This radical distinction be-
tween means and ends is what was earlier referred to as the instrumental 
reason. It is an "internal" requirement of a positivist approach to "policy 
science". This to the extent that the epistemology of positivism precludes re-
search that is based on values. From the positivist perspective, valid re-
search can be produced only if the research is "value-free". Hence, the need to 
research and implement those "aspects" of educational practice which can be 
objectified in "value-free" ways. 
Positivist approaches in general have been critiqued for a number of 
reasons. Carr and Kemmis use the work of T. Kuhn (1970) to critique positi-
vism's underlying assumption that the scientific process involves the contin-
uous accumulation of factual knowledge about the world. They also critique 
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the instrumentality of the technical-positivist conception of theory and prac-
tice: "As far as education is concerned, any attempt to relate theory and 
practice to a simple division between facts and values always makes some 
appeal to the sort of value-laden considerations that it was designed to elimi-
nate (1986:75-76)". They also critique the inherent conservatism of an ap-
proach based on the assumption that an educational context is governed by 
general, unchanging "laws": educational research governed by this approach 
"can only function by presuming that those aspects of educational situations 
that are governed by these 'laws' are beyond control and, consequently, that 
any research recommendations the research supports will have to accept 
that certain basic features of education are unalterable"(1986:78-79). 
Despite the importance of these problems, Carr and Kemmis present 
the most fundamental critique of the technical approach to educational re-
search when they describe the basic tenets of what they call the interpre-
tive or hermeneutic approach. In the educational context, this approach 
arose as a response to the problematic nature of the positivist forms of socio-
logy of education. However, the work of interpretive scholars like M.F.D. 
Young and others (1971) actually drew on a rich tradition known as herme-
neutics. Hermeneutics was developed initially in the domain of theology (the 
exegesis of sacred texts) and philosophy (the philosophy of language and of 
history). Towards the end of the nineteenth century, hermeneutic problems 
began to concern social theorists like Max Weber (1964). 
The critiques of positivism put forward by hermeneuticians can be re-
presented as follows. Epistemologically speaking, the positivist approach is 
built around a dichotomous approach to the question of the researching sub-
ject, and the researched object. It assumes that the object of research in the 
human social world is like objects of research in the natural world. This over-
looks the fact that in the human social world, researched objects are also in-
terpreting subjects which can and do act on the basis of their understandings 
of the world. This social fact suggests that the research objects are also 
knowingsubjects . This in turn suggests that the actions of these objects-sub-
jects must be interpreted at least in part with reference to the motives, in-
tentions, and "subjective meanings" which guide them. 
To be sure, explaining these motives, intentions, and "subjective mean-
ings" is not itself a matter which can be tackled in terms of what I described 
above as the rule of phenomenalism. The actions, like the motives, intentions 
or other meanings, are expressed by symbolic means or forms. Explaining 
these calls for an act of interpretation which is irreducible to the empiricist 
requirements of positivism (Geertz 1973). Moreover, the "logic" of these ac- 
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tions is also irreducible to the logic of causality: motives, intentions and 
meanings are as much at work in any social action, as are "causal factors". 
To be sure, the causal explanation of actions in the social world presupposes 
an initial understanding of the web of social meanings in which it is possible to 
begin objectifying "independent variables" in the first place (Ricoeur 1986). 
This last point begins to explain why it is also an error to explain the motives, 
intentions, and meanings of individual actions in "private", individually psy-
chological terms: the actions of individuals, like their meanings, are never pri-
vate in the sense that they are "contained" within the "mind" or even the indi-
vidual history of the individual. To the extent that meaning is public, and that 
actions are always governed by meaningful "rules of interpretation", then it 
follows that the individual act should be treated as a social acts. 
This critique paves the way for an entirely different epistemology of so-
cial research. What Carr and Kemmis refer to as the interpretive approach 
seeks to "elucidate the intelligibility of human actions by clarifying the think- 
ing by which they are informed and setting this in the context of social rules 
and forms of life in which they occur" (Carr & Kemmis 1986: 90). This in 
order to "explicate the basic conceptual schemes which structure the ways in 
which the actions, experiences and ways of life of those whom the social 
scientist observes are made intelligible" (1986:90). The aim in not ultimately 
to provide causal explanations or to discover general laws, but rather to 
"deepen and extend our knowledge of why social life is perceived and exper-
ienced in the way that it is" (1986:90). 
This epistemology is accompanied by a different conception of the edu-
cational theory and practice problem, and thereby, of the role of educational 
research. As developed in educational research, the interpretive approach 
aims to make the meaning of actions "transparent" to the educational practi-
tioners involved in these actions7. According to Carr and Kemmis, this en- 
ables a process of practical change in two ways: first, it serves to reduce pro- 
blems of communication between the researcher and the researched by ex-
plaining the ways in which practitioners in particular situations make sense 
of what they are doing. Secondly, the accounts offered by the researcher may 
be conducive to a more reflexive, and self-reflexive approach on the part of 
the practitioners. The former is promoted to the extent that the concepts and 
explanations developed by the researcher are different from those of the 
practitioners themselves, and thereby promote an awareness of alternative 
ways of thinking. The latter occurs when the practitioner grows "more self-
conscious about the basic pattern of thought in terms of which they usually 
make their own actions intelligible"(1986:91). To the extent that practices 
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are changed by changing the ways in which they are understood, then this 
constitutes a first, and fundamental step in the process of transformation of 
practice. Such an approach stands in stark contrast to the technical, for 
which the question of practitioners' beliefs is either not addressed, or is ad-
dressed in terms of an externalising logic of causality. 
Despite the strengths of the interpretive approach, Carr and Kemmis 
suggest that this approach is itself problematic. Amongst other problems, 
they suggest first, that it is problematic to oppose too neatly the aims of 
"understanding" social actions (hermeneutic attitude) and "explaining" them 
(positivist attitude). "It is argued that the interpretive model neglects ques- 
tions about the origins, causes, and results of actors adopting certain inter- 
pretations of their actions and social life, and neglects the crucial problems of 
social conflict and social change"(Carr and Kemmis 1968:95). This leads to a 
flawed conception to the extent that it neglects questions "about the relation- 
ships between individuals' interpretations and actions and external factors 
and circumstances" (1968:95). In particular, it neglects the explanation of 
the relationship between individual interpretations and social structures, 
which are not only produced by individuals, but also produce individuality. The 
problem is to avoid, as the French sociologist of culture Pierre Bourdieu 
(1990) might put it, a dichotomy of objectivism and subjectivism. The rela-
tionship between the "objective" and the "subjective" is dialectic, and any 
"interpretive" approach which neglects the study of the former is as proble-
matic as a positivist approach which neglects the latter. 
Another criticism concerns what is now widely referred to as the 
"intentional fallacy'. Even if it is true that individuals have motivations, it is 
not necessarily true that the outcome, or all of the outcomes of their actions 
are intentional. Hence, such outcomes cannot be explained exclusively by re-
ference to the intentions of the individuals concerned. Yet some of these con- 
sequences, however "unintended", may help to maintain certain aspects of a 
social system by reinforcing the views and actions of other social groups. "In 
investigating this possibility," Carr and Kemmis suggest, "social science will 
need to construct theoretical accounts which attempt to explain the continu-
ing existence of some institutionalised social activity..." by "...demonstrating 
the contribution that the unintended results of such activities make to the 
continuity and stability of the social system that produced and preserves 
them" (1968:96). 
Finally, there is the question of the inertia of tradition, in relation to 
theory and practice. Changes in the cultural beliefs and discourses amongst 
practitioners do not depend exclusively on purely rational considerations. 
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These beliefs and discourses are related to "ways of life", and with them ha-
bits, traditions, and relations of power which may be threatened by alterna-
tive accounts of the meaning of a certain practice. "Far from changing indi-
vidual's conceptions of themselves or others, any new interpretations will be 
perceived as an emotional threat to the individual's self-concept and discarded 
as 'unrealistic', 'ridiculous' or 'irrelevant'" (1968:97). Although interpretive ap-
proaches have generated an awareness of the historicity of all understand-
ings, they fail to explain the ideologised nature of some of these, and indeed, 
they fail to propose ways of overcoming the relations of domination sustained 
by traditions. Failure to deal with these questions almost certainly guaran-
tees that interpretative theories will be unable to produce the practical ef-
fects which they lay claim to. 
I would now like to critique this critique. While I accept the authors' cri-
tique of positivist approaches to educational research, I find that Carr and 
Kemmis' critique of interpretive approach is more problematic. This critique, 
like the proposals that the authors adopt to mediate the problems of inter-
pretive research (cf. following sections), is much indebted to the German phi-
losopher Jurgen Habermas. It is thus unsurprising that their critique adheres 
quite closely to the one offered by the Habermasian "Critical Hermeneutics"8. 
It is for this reason also unsurprising that Carr and Kemmis do not mention 
the more recent work of hermeneuticians like Paul Ricoeur (1981), who pro-
pose ways of overcoming the opposition between explanation and under-
standing, and who stand somewhere in between the position of Habermas and 
more traditional hermeneutic theorists. 
To be sure, it cannot be argued that this effort to synthesise the atti-
tudes of "understanding" and "explanation" is entirely recent. Although cer-
tain key hermeneuticians have radically opposed the method of the human 
and the natural sciences9, Weber himself, the precursor of the so-called inter-
pretive sociology, did not oppose explanation and understanding. Nor did he 
construe meaning in terms of empathy or intuition, or argue that the subject-
ively "intended" meaning was necessarily the meaning which actually deter-
mined the relevant action10. Furthermore, Weber was aware that the individ-
ual is not necessarily conscious of his/her effective motives of action". 
It would appear, then, that Can- and Kemmis are either speaking more 
about problems in educational research along interpretive lines; or that they 
have simplified the complexity of the fields and works which they unify under 
the label of "interpretive" approaches; or both. It is tempting to speculate 
that this may be the result of a conscious strategy which tries to make an 
enormous amount of research history and complexity available to readers 
222 
with relatively little research expertise. Useful as this may be, it is an unfor-
tunate process to the extent that it seems to close the door on what might 
otherwise be regarded as being potentially fruitful avenues for educational re-
search. 
3. Towards a "post-empiricist" epistemology of 
educational research 
I have explained that Carr and Kemmis are critical with respect to the 
strengths and limitations of both positivist and interpretive forms of educa-
tional research. This review, however, does not itself explain what is properly 
"educational" research. This is a question which the authors answer in later 
chapters, and with reference to a series of distinctions which, as their own 
self-classification begins to suggest, are much indebted to empiricism. 
A fundamental distinction-- perhaps the fundamental distinction--
which Carr and Kemmis employ to build their own epistemological framework 
is G. Langford's (1973) schema for the identification of so-called theoretical, 
and practical activities. Langford's schema distinguishes between theoretical 
activities, whose overall purpose is to discover truth (examples of this being 
physics and psychology); and practical activities, whose overall purpose is to 
bring about change (examples of this being gardening, farming, teaching). 
Education, Carr and Kemmis suggest, is a practical activity inasmuch as its 
end is the bringing about of change in education. Recognising that education is 
a practical activity precludes on the one hand, the application of theoretical 
approaches from other disciplines, especially those which are meant to guide 
theoretical activities. On the other hand, it makes necessary a research that 
is practically orientated. According to the authors, it follows that "the testing 
ground for educational research is not its theoretical sophistication or its abi-
lity to conform to criteria derived from the social sciences, but rather its ca-
pacity to resolve educational problems and improve educational practice" 
(1968:109). These educational problems arise from discrepancies between 
the way in which practitioners conceive their educational activities, and what 
actually occurs in these practices. So practitioners must already have some 
interpretation of what is happening, or of what is supposed to happen, in the 
classroom. They must already have some system of beliefs, if not some 
"theory" that guides their educational work. Clearly, these implicit beliefs, or 
the educators' "theories" are not necessarily adequate, or accurate concep-
tions of what is happening in the classroom. But to the extent that it is in re-
lation to these theories or conceptions or beliefs that problems are diagnosed, 
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they cannot be simply disregarded by educational research. On the contrary, 
they must be the point of departure of any research. Indeed, educational re-
search must show what concepts, beliefs, customs or "theories" guide educa-
tional practice. However, to the extent that these may be problematic, it 
must also be prepared to critique them, and propose ways of changing them. 
While positivist approaches omit the first step (interpreting existing beliefs), 
interpretive or hermeneutic approaches fail to develop proposals for the sec-
ond (transforming beliefs when they are incorrect). 
How can this type of research be developed? Carr and Kemmis pro-
pose what they call a "post-empiricist" epistemology of educational science. 
This epistemology repudiates the positivist quest for certainty and absolute 
truth, and seeks instead a critical assessment of commonsense knowledge. It 
no longer views the social scientist as a spectator who discovers (as in posi-
tivist accounts of science), but as a human who explains the social world even 
as s / he participates in it. It rejects the logic of proof, and the hypothetico-de-
ductive method as the sole distinguishing feature of scientific discourse. It fa-
vours instead, the notion of a process of enquiry governed by inter-subjective 
agreement on critical norms and standards of rationality. It thereby acknow-
ledges the social, and historic nature of science itself. However, it also recog-
nises the dangers of both a relativism and of an uncritical reproduction of the 
status quo, and insists on the need for a scientific critique of theoretical pre-
conceptions of practitioners. These preconceptions tend to be the product of 
uncritical and non-reflexive habit, tradition or precedent, and thus may have 
to be changed. Hence the need for the development of a scientific approach to 
educational problems that both makes explicit these beliefs, customs or con-
cepts, and emancipates educational practitioners from them. The last "by 
providing them with the skills and resources that will enable them to reflect 
upon and examine critically the inadequacies of different conceptions of edu-
cational practice" (1986:123). 
In keeping with these proposals, and with the intended redefinition of 
the relationship between theory and practice, the authors propose a further 
distinction which is meant to banish the ghost of positivist "applicationism": 
applying "external" theories to describe a practice, with no reference to the 
practitioner's beliefs or actual practices. They distinguish between "applied" 
and "grounded" theory. While the first operates deductively, the second oper-
ates inductively. The application of existing theories and science can be a re-
source, but not a source of an educational science. This because existing the-
ories tend either to address "theoretical" activities (Langford), or to address 
teaching problems without consulting the teachers' own concepts, beliefs or 
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interpretations of those problems. 
What is needed, then, is a theory that is grounded in the practitioners' 
experiences. For this, Carr and Kemmis turn to Glaser and Strauss's (1967) 
notion of a substantive grounded theory. This notion suggests that resear-
chers can generate concepts and hypotheses which are specific to a particu-
lar practice by substituting the generation of theory by logical deduction 
from a priori assumptions, with the inductive generation of theory from data 
produced systematically through research. Accordingly, Carr and Kemmis 
suggest that the problem for educational practitioners-as-researchers is not 
to use collected data to test existing scientific theory, but to generate theories 
on the basis of data which they produce when investigating "educational 
problems". 
Crucially, Carr and Kemmis's proposal suggests that the research 
must be conducted by those who perceive, and are directly involved in the 
practical educational problems. In other words, the teachers themselves 
must conduct their own research, and they must develop their own categories 
and concepts. They must do so because it is difficult, if not impossible for 
"external" researchers to perform this task. Only the practitioner him or her-
self has a firsthand knowledge of the practice. Thus, "teachers themselves 
must become educational researchers, and professional researchers who are 
not teachers will only have a subsidiary role of supporting or facilitating tea-
cher enquiry" (1968:127). This requirement will later form the basis for an 
educational form of action research. 
In the light of these considerations, Can- and Kemmis draw up the fol-
lowing formal requirements for a specifically educational theory: First, educa-
tional theory must reject positivism, particularly the idea that knowledge has 
a purely instrumental value in solving educational problems that are 
(accordingly) conceived as having a technical nature. Second, educational 
theory must employ the interpretive categories of the teachers. Third, it 
must however distinguish between ideologically distorted, and non-distorted 
interpretations of the teachers, and it must also provide a method for over-
coming distorted self-understanding. Fourth, the new approach must be able 
to identify and expose structures and processes in the social order which im-
pede the pursuit of "rational goals", and must provide teachers with theories 
as to how these obstacles can be eliminated and overcome. And filially, fifth, 
there is "the need to recognise that educational theory is practical, in the 
sense that the question of its educational status will be determined by the ways 
in which it relates to practice." (1968:130; emphasis in the original). 
Undoubtedly, Carr and Kemmis's proposals constitute a sustained, 
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and coherent effort to develop a new epistemology of "practical" educational 
research. Even so, their proposals can be critiqued from a number of different 
perspectives. The first of these concerns the absence of any requirement con-
cerning research about the students' beliefs and practices. It is true that the 
authors' proposals do not exclude the possibility of what I describe in the 
main text as "reception research" in education. Even so, it is significant that, 
aside from a passing (and problematic) reference to the professional need to 
serve clients, there is no mention whatsoever of the importance of taking into 
account the structures and practices of learning. These are arguably as con-
stitutive of pedagogic communication as are the structures and practices of 
teaching : indeed, education is teaching and learning (cf. chapters one and 
four). 
The second critique of Carr and Kemmis's approach is closer to the au-
thors' own discourse: as the authors' own classification suggests, their ap-
proach is still very much under the influence of empiricism. This makes for 
some highly questionable distinctions. Carr and Kemmis rightly question the 
extent to which the application of sociological, psychological and other social 
science approaches can, in and of themselves, yield new forms of practice. 
However, their use of Langford's distinction between "theoretical" and 
"practical" research would appear to be a return to a position according to 
which interpretation and reinterpretation are not themselves regarded as ac-
tions. To the extent that this is the case, their position remains indebted to 
the worst forms of empiricism. 
Their distinction also seems to oppose the quest for truth, and the 
quest for "solutions" to practical teaching problems. With Hammersley 
(1992), I would argue that even so-called "theoretical" research can be rele-
vant for the practitioner, albeit in an indirect way. 
It is true that the dangers of such a neat opposition between 
"theoretical" and "practical" research are in the end partly averted by Carr 
and Kemmis' adherence to the Habermasian notion of a Critical Social Sci-
ence. This approach calls for both reinterpretation and "the organisation of 
enlightenment" (I shall explain this concept below). Even so, the overall em-
piricism of Carr and Kemmis' approach is confirmed by the authors' sugges-
tion of the need for an approach based on Glaser and Strauss's (1967) notion 
of a substantive grounded theory. Although the call for an inductive approach 
of this type may be welcome-- teachers do need to start from their own pro-
blems and conceptions-- this approach nevertheless contradicts the very 
point made by Carr and Kemmis• that no problems are posed, and no data is 
collected, in the a-cultural, "neutral" fashion proposed by Glaser and Strauss 
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(1967). Indeed, up until the 1990's teachers for state schools were still re-
quired to have some form of training. Even though the professionalism of this 
training was being eroded by the State, the training still highlighted certain 
educational problems and not others, and frequently did so from the perspec-
tive of relatively explicit theories of education. This, if nothing else, consti-
tutes the beginnings of a "theoretical" background which is likely to mediate 
any research carried out by educational practitioners (inductive or other). 
Finally, and again with Hammersley (1992), I would argue that it is 
naive to privilege the practitioner as necessarily having access to information 
and insights which an outsider would never gain access to. As Hammersley 
says, it is a combination of involvement and estrangement which increases 
the chances of the research being valid; no position, inside or outside the re-
search process, guarantees valid knowledge; and there are no overwhelming 
advantages to either position. "Each position has advantages and disadvant-
ages, though these will take on slightly different weights, depending on the 
particular circumstances and purposes of the research" (Hammersley 
1992:145). 
4. A model for Educational Action Research 
Thus far, I have critiqued the more general epistemological principles which 
underpin educational action research, as proposed by Carr and Kemmis. But 
what about the concrete methodology for this type of research? In the last 
chapters of Becoming Critical, Carr and Kemmis propose a relatively detailed 
model for Educational Action Research (E.A.R.). This model is organised lar-
gely, though not exclusively, along the lines of the Habermasian "Critical So-
cial Science". Habermas's Critical Social Science is structured by a particu-
lar interest: an emancipatory (or critical hermeneutic) knowledge constitutive 
interest. According to Habermas (1972), the different types of enterprises of 
knowledge are guided, indeed constituted by particular "interests". The 
"technical" or "instrumental" interest governs "empirical-analytic" sciences 
and is associated with positivist epistemologies. According to Carr and Kem-
mis, forms of educational research based on this interest attempt to exploit 
the capacity for prediction and manipulation generated by the hypothetico-
deductive methods. The "practical" interest (in the Kantian sense of the word 
"practical") guides the "historico-hermeneutic" sciences, and what Carr and 
Kemmis describe as "interpretive" forms of educational research. These seek 
to illuminate the conditions of inter-subjective communication. In contrast 
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the "emancipatory" interest, which is associated with the Habermasian 
"Critical Social Science", constitutes a liberating disposition, which attempts 
to emancipate the researcher (and researching community) from relations of 
domination. This is achieved by means of a process of ideology critique, which, 
by analogy to the therapeutic process of psychoanalysis, reveals how distor-
tion in communication is the result of a repressive act on the part of an au-
thority. If it is not possible to reveal this repression by ordinary dialogical 
means, then the critical social sciences must provide scientific explanations 
which enable the researching subject to free him or herself from dominating 
powers. 
Carr and Kemmis argue that Educational Action Research should be 
structured on the basis of this last knowledge-constitutive interest. Accord-
ingly, educational research should involve a process of ideology critique which 
enables the practitioners to overcome the distorted communication engen-
dered by ideologies both within, and beyond the educational institutions. Im-
portant as this process is, Carr and Kemmis agree with Habermas when he 
suggests that critique is no more than a first step in the development of a cri-
tical praxis which can overcome the obstacles which prevent social transfor-
mation. To this end, the research process must be able to inter-relate the 
"theoretical" activities with the "practical" exigencies and challenges found in 
the institutional context. This can be achieved by means of the process that 
Habermas calls the "organisation of enlightenment". This process has three 
functions: to develop "true statements", or critical theorems which adhere to 
consensual standards of scientific discourse (here the criterion is one of 
truth); to apply and test these theorems through the initiation of processes of 
reflection within specific groups, for which the processes are directed (here 
the criteria are those of communicability, and authenticity); and finally, to 
guide the selection and use of appropriate strategies that should solve tacti-
cal questions and provide guide-lines for the conduct of political struggle (here 
the criterion is that the decisions must be the "prudent"). In this sense, the 
organisation of enlightenment attempts to articulate not just the principles of 
research itself, but of the appropriation of research within a practical process 
of ideological emancipation. 
Carr and Kemmis suggest that such an "organisation of enlighten-
ment" can be developed by means of an ideologically critical form of action 
research. They define action research as "a form of self-reflective enquiry 
undertaken by participants in social situations in order to improve the ratio-
nality and justice of their own practices, their understanding of these prac-
tices, and the situations in which the practices are carried out" (1968:162). 
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Action research requires the practitioners to work according to a "self-reflec-
tive spiral". Carr and Kemmis borrow this idea from the work of "action re-
search" investigators in the 1950's12. The self-reflective spiral 
links reconstruction of the past with construction of a concrete and 
immediate future through action. And it links the discourse of those 
involved in the action with their practice in the social context. 
Taken together, these elements of the process create the conditions 
under which those involved can establish a programme of critical 
reflection both for the organisation of their own enlightenment and 
for the organisation of their own collaborative action for educational 
reform" (1986:187). 
This spiral is presented schematically in the graphic below: 
RECONSTRUCTIVE CONSTRUCTIVE 
DISCOURSE 
	
4 Reflect 	 1 Plan 
among parti-
cipants 
PRACTICE 
	 3 Observe .4_ 2 Act 
in the social 
context 
Figure 2. The Self-Reflective Spiral (In Carr & Kemmis 1986:186) 
Carr and Kemmis' version of the self-reflective spiral is meant to guide the 
process of critical planning, development, and implementation of courses 
which build on the critical interpretation of previous experiences. According to 
this approach, educational planning 
is prospective to action, retrospectively constructed on the basis of 
reflection. Action is essentially risky, but is retrospectively guided 
by past reflection on which basis the plan was made and prospect-
ively guided towards observation and the future reflection which will 
evaluate the problems and effects of the action. Observation is ret-
rospective on the action being taken and prospective to reflection in 
which the action will be considered. Reflection is retrospective to 
the actions so far taken and prospective to new planning over pre-
vious actions" (1968:187). 
Research operating within the self-reflective spiral must proceed ac-
cording to what the authors refer to as a "dialectical conception of rational-
ity'. That is, their research must be governed by a "double dialectic" of theory 
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and practice, and individual and society. By this Carr and Kemmis mean 
firstly, that a dialectic tension needs to be maintained between between the 
practitioners' theories and practices in such a way that the two contribute to 
developing each other. This tension precludes the type of 'one way' exchange 
that positivism assumes (theory determines practice according to a priori as-
sumptions, and according to unquestioned ends). But it also precludes the 
stagnant pragmatism assumed by those who simply don't "believe in theory". 
The second dialectic is based on the recognition that, while individual 
"subjective" beliefs are crucial to the construction of meaning, certain 
"objective" aspects of social situations do not depend on individual under-
standings. These understandings require both critique, and collaborative ac-
tion over time and in relation to history in order to achieve a transformation 
of structural constraints. 
The notion of "collaborative action" is itself central to the proposals of 
Carr and Kemmis. The self-reflective spiral must not be developed by individ-
ual scholars. Although it is crucial for practitioners to research their own 
practice, this research must be carried out in the context of a "self-critical 
community " of teachers which work jointly to develop the critical praxis. 
Such a community is crucial if the dangers of subjectivism, which are parti-
cularly great for a researcher acting in isolation, are to be averted. Carr and 
Kemmis authors admit that it may not be easy to develop such a collabora-
tion, and such a community. "External" assistance might be required in order 
to get E.A.R. under way. However, these facilitators must constantly be 
aware that it is the practitioners themselves who must ultimately sustain 
and fulfil the different interests, amongst which the emancipatory is the ideal. 
Any efforts of educational reform that use forms of action research that are 
less than emancipatory (technical or practical) can be relevant, but should be 
expected to have effects that are limited by the kind of interest, knowledge, 
medium and science which guides them. For example, a technical interest in 
action research will lead to technical solutions which would leave untouched 
the practical and the emancipatory interests and problems. Even so, the au-
thors (and indeed, Habermas himself) recognise that the other interests can 
be relevant and valid in certain instances, as a part of the process of attain-
ing the ideal. 
Carr and Kemmis suggest that self-critical communities should work 
to develop in a systematic manner the understandings of the teacher. To ex-
plain this point, a distinction is drawn between practice, praxis, and personal 
knowledge. While the first is habitual or customary action, the second is in-
formed, committed action; and finally, personal knowledge is a rational corn- 
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prehension of practice gained by way of systematic reflection of action by the 
self-reflective actor(s) involved. Self-critical communities should enable tea-
chers to develop not just a praxis, but also, personal knowledge. The Haber-
masian criterion for judgment of whether or not this has been attained is one 
of authenticity: personal knowledge is authentic when it arises out of one's 
own rational reflection upon one's own considered action, and it is developed 
by discourse (also in the Habermasian sense of the term) in self-critical com-
munities. Put succinctly, action research aims to develop a praxis out of prac-
tice by increasing the personal knowledge of teacher-researchers. 
I shall now critique various aspects of these final proposals by Carr 
and Kemmis. I shall discuss first, the extent to which Carr and Kemmis con-
tradict their call for substantive grounded theory by basing their proposals on 
the notion of the Habermasian Critical Social Science; second, the extent to 
which the authors have an overly optimistic faith in the capacity of practitio-
ners to critically research their own practice; and third, the extent to which 
Carr and Kemmis base their approach on a problematic notion of ideology. 
To begin with the first point: the authors' use of the Habermasian Cri-
tical Social Science contradicts their earlier call for research based on sub-
stantive grounded theory. The reader will recall that Carr and Kemmis use 
Glaser and Strauss's (1967) notion of substantive grounded theory to argue 
that educational action research should not be tied to the shackles of preex-
isting theories, concepts, or methods. But the authors appear to contradict 
this very principle by using the Habermasian epistemology of Critical Social 
Science for educational action research. 
It might be argued that the proposal of an approach based on a sub-
stantive grounded theory is of a lower epistemological level and order than is 
the use of the model of the Habermasian Critical Social Science. Habermas's 
theory, it might be argued, is meant to provide an overarching epistemology. 
But even if this is the argument, the question remains: would such an over-
arching epistemology not ultimately guide, and even transform the nature of 
the observations made by the practitioner, thereby undoing the principle of a 
"substantive grounded theory"? If it does-- and I would argue that it does--
then the critique which I proposed earlier about the notion of "substantive 
grounded theory" is confirmed. 
The next point is one which I began to discuss in section three, above, 
but which I wish to take up with reference to the problem of ideology. I am in-
terested in the extent to which a teacher, working individually or as part of a 
collaborative community, can develop critical insights into her/his practice. 
As I've explained, Carr and Kemmis' approach calls for action research, as 
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distinct from research carried out by non-participant researchers. This ap-
proach is justified by the fact that the research is meant to yield "practical" 
results for the practitioners involved. But it is also justified by an appeal to 
what can be interpreted as the dehistoricizing tendency of any intervention 
on the part of researchers who do not belong to the historical practical pro-
cess. 
Taken singly, these justifications are clearly valid ones. However, they 
overlook a fundamental question: how and why would practitioners see the 
need for educational action research, let alone ideology-critique, in the first 
place? This question touches on a debate between those who insist on the im-
portance of researching on the basis of a Levi-Straussian bonne distance ; and 
those who regard this bonne distance as a form of objectification which can-
not produce valid interpretations of the researched process. Even after dis-
missing the positivist assumption that the researcher can or should remain 
in a completely "external" position to any social research process, the ques-
tion remains: how can the practitioner produce the required interpretive 
break with the historicity of his/her own practices in order to engage in 
E A R.? 
Carr and Kemmis make two suggestions: the first is that there may be 
the need, initially, for an "external facilitator". But if this is the case, is it not 
true that a degree of 'externality' is required to guarantee that the action re-
search process is critical in the methodological and ideological sense of the 
term? Carr and Kemmis' second suggestion is that the research should be 
conducted by means of what they call a "self-critical community". This type 
of community, they argue, can develop a reflexive, and self-reflexive process 
of educational transformation if it engages in ideology critique, and the 
"organisation of enlightenment". In effect, Carr and Kemmis assume that a 
group of practitioners is more likely to be reflexive, and self-reflexive than is 
an individual practitioner. But the authors do not adequately explain what 
happens if the entire group is driven by ideologised forms of communication, 
or indeed, if different parts of the group oppose each other on grounds which 
are themselves ideologised. 
My last critique of Carr and Kemmis' work concerns their conceptuali-
sation of ideology. To begin with, it is worth noting that Carr and Kemmis ac-
tually work with two different theories of ideology. One is the Habermasian: 
ideology as "distorted" communication. The other is closer to what J.B. 
Thompson (1990) has described as a "social cement" or "neutral" conception 
of ideology: "a corpus of ideas or a pattern of thinking, [that] is the cognitive 
residue of the practices of social, cultural, and economic relationships which 
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sustain society (Carr & Kemmis 1986:193). These two conceptions are differ-
ent, but the authors do not seem to be aware of the differences, or the practi-
cal implications of the differences. 
For the most part, Carr and Kemmis adhere to the Habermasian no-
tion of ideology as "distorted" communication. I will thus concentrate on criti-
quing this, and not the other approach13. The basis for this conception of 
ideology is the Habermasian regulative ideal of free communication as com-
munication which is not constrained, or dominated by the violence of author-
ity-14. Habermas' argument is that such a regulative ideal is inherent to ratio-
nality; and that such an ideal, when developed critically, can be used to free 
"distorted" communication from the violence of authority. 
This approach to ideology has been rightly questioned by numerous 
scholars. It is one thing to recognise that all theories of ideology must ultima-
tely assume a utopian nowhere-- the nowhere where no ideology exists. This is 
the position from which the critique of ideology must, theoretically, be made 
(Ricoeur 1986). (Here it worth noting that any denial of the need for such a 
utopian nowhere is ultimately based on a conservative discourse.) But it is 
quite another thing to suggest that rationality is itself essentially democratic. 
Here, Habermas has been rightly critiqued for the extent to which his entire 
approach is based upon the Enlightenment project's irrational faith in the be-
nign power of rationality15 
Another equally important question with respect to the Habermasian 
concept of ideology is that it fails to consider ideology as a relation of domina-
tion. As long as ideology is reified as "distorted communication", it is imposs-
ible to theorise the ideological process as one which operates by means of a 
complex, and meaningful interaction between individuals and social groups. 
Indeed, terms like "distortion" and "bias" constitute an appeal to dichoto-
mous, and ultimately positivist notions of truth. This is also a problem which 
a number of authors have critiqued 16. Ideology, they argue, if first and fore-
most a semiotic process. This to the extent that it works by means of symbo-
lic forms which are always interpretive and which in turn must always be in-
terpreted. It is thus not possible to reduce their meaning to a simple, digital 
evaluation of truth or falsehood. 
As an alternative, some authors have proposed that ideology should be 
conceptualised in terms of meaning, and domination. For example, Thompson 
(1990) conceptualises ideology as meaning which serves to develop or sustain 
relations of domination. Although this definition still posits the (utopian) exis-
tence of meaning which does not serve ideological purposes, it moves away 
from the vicissitudes of the dichotomous or "digital" category of distortion. It 
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also suggests that the key to ideology critique is not so much a "therapeutic" 
process of revealing repressed actions of (violent) authority, as it is a process 
of critical discourse analysis which reveals how and why meaning serves to 
maintain durably asymmetrical relations of power (Thompson 1990) between 
individuals, and social groups. 
5. 	 Towards a Social Semiotic form of Educational Action 
Research 
In this last section, I shall explain how I plan to develop an alternative form 
of educational action research. 
I shall begin with Can and Kemmis' appeal to the need for professio-
nalism as the primary justification for educational action research. I ex-
plained earlier in this appendix why the authors' definition of professionalism 
is problematic. While I accept Can and Kemmis' first criterion-- that practice 
should be based on a reflexive disposition towards practice-- I explained above 
why I do not believe that their other criteria are valid. It is not valid to as-
sume, as Carr and Kemmis implicitly do, that professionalism cannot itself 
be ideologised. In addition, the 'client-server' model constitutes a highly pro-
blematic extension of the market metaphor. For this reason, I shall argue 
that it is necessary to substitute the 'client-server' model of professionalism 
with one which recognises that professionalism requires an ideologically criti-
cal commitment to the educational process, and therein, to the educands. 
This position entails two key shifts vis-a-vis the proposals of Carr and 
Kemmis: first, it highlights the need for ideologically critical forms of profes-
sionalism. This inasmuch as professional discourses may themselves serve 
to develop and maintain relations of domination. Second, to speak of edu-
cands, and not of clients, involves much more than a 'semantic' shift. As I ex-
plain in chapter one, pedagogic communication has its own rules of interac-
tion, which cannot be reduced to an economic exchange. Moreover, to regard 
the student as a 'client' makes it discursively impossible to conceive that stu-
dents may learn in ways that are themselves affected by educational ideolo-
gies, or by broader cultural ideologies. Put in the terms of the client-server 
model, the client is not always right. 
Reinterpreted in this fashion, these criteria for professionalism seem 
relevant to the educational field I am concerned with: combined (theory and 
practice) courses in media studies, and therein, the BA (Hons) in Science, 
Culture, and Communication (SCC). Until recently, relatively little effort was 
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devoted to developing educational professionalism in higher education in the 
UK, in general. Teaching in higher education has tended to be based on the 
assumption that the relative biographical maturity of educands in higher 
education absolves universities from requiring specifically educational pro-
fessionalism on the part of its educators. This assumption is a mistaken one. 
The greater age of students does not eliminate the need for educational pro-
fessionalism; it simply changes the nature and level of the educational pro-
blems that educators must tackle. 
A related, and equally mistaken assumption is that the lecturer's pro-
fessionalism in research guaranties, or at least lessens the need for educa-
tional professionalism. But of course, a competent researcher is not neces-
sarily a competent lecturer. Indeed, in my personal experience it is quite often 
the case that lecturers are competent in one, but not both, activities. 
Now, it is true that in recent years there has been a greater interest in 
educational professionalism in the field of higher education. A number of dif-
ferent factors would appear to have given rise to this increased interest. The 
dramatic rise in student numbers; the very rapid, and nearly simultaneous 
adoption of modular schemes in the field of higher education; a drastic de-
crease in funding; and finally, the imperialist nature of the new managerial 
ideologies have prompted much debate over ways to maintain and even in-
crease the "quality" and "cost effectiveness" of the educational process. In-
deed, a review of journals of higher education over the last ten years reveals a 
crescendo of articles devoted to debates on the "quality" of education17. This 
new concern with quality would be welcome were it not for the fact that it is 
largely driven by the same discourse which I critiqued in Carr and Keramis-
the effort to transform universities on the basis of the market metaphor. To 
the extent that this discourse has developed the interests, values and mean-
ings of the dominant institutions and social groups in Britain in the 1990's, 
and has excluded other interests, values, and meanings, it constitutes an 
ideologised form of professionalism. 
An intimately related problem with the recent shift towards greater 
professionalism in higher education is that much of it has been influenced by 
instrumental forms of reasoning. Although a number of higher education 
teaching "primers" have been published which tell lecturers how to deal with 
large classes, with modularisation and other aspects of mass education18, 
most are concerned with educational means, and say little or nothing about 
educational ends. Like the grand theories of education, most are not based on 
educational research, let alone ideologically critical research, into any partic-
ular context. For all of these reasons, I shall argue that the current trend to- 
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wards professionalism is an ideologised one, and one that fails to satisfy the 
criteria for professionalism which I have proposed in this appendix. 
Now it may seem that combined courses in media studies are an ex-
ception to the scenario described above. It may seem that the general lack of 
educational professionalism, and of ideologically critical forms of education in 
higher education is more than offset by this field's commitment to critical 
practice; and by this field's critical research into questions involving the pro-
duction, construction, and reception of social discourse in the mass media. In 
my experience, many lecturers in the media and cultural studies do tend to 
assume that this is the case19. 
This belief, however, is itself based on a highly questionable assump- 
tion: that the social theory at the heart of media and cultural studies makes 
lecturers in media and cultural studies 'naturally' reflexive and self-reflexive 
with respect to teaching practice. But I would argue that a lecturer who is re-
flexive with respect to media and cultural discourses is not necessarily reflex-
ive, let alone self-reflexive, with respect to pedagogic discourse. I explain in 
chapter one that pedagogic discourse requires a highly specific form and level 
of theorisation. This form is absent from any of the current approaches in 
media and cultural studies. 
It may seem, finally, that within media studies, the field of research 
known as media education has theorised pedagogic communication, and 
therein, pedagogic discourse. It is true that researchers working in media edu-
cation have clone much to promote debate about the nature and role of media 
education (and education in the media). Len Masterman's (1980) Teaching 
Television and M. Alvarado et al's (1987) Learning the Media, to name just 
two seminal texts, propose explicit educational aims and objectives for educa-
tional practitioners in media education. In addition, these and other authors 
articulate educational means with educational ends to the extent that they 
also describe specific contents and forms with which to help young people to 
develop ideologically critical reading skills. I shall nevertheless argue that, for 
my own purposes, this work is inadequate. 
First, the majority of scholars in media education have centred on edu-
cational questions arising in primary, secondary, and to a lesser degree, fur-
ther education contexts. As a result, much-- though certainly not all-- of what 
has been proposed in media education addresses questions that arise in those 
contexts, and not in combined courses in higher education. This distinction is 
of considerable significance because there are important differences between 
the primary, secondary, and further education contexts, on the one hand, and 
the higher educational context, on the other. I explained above that these dif- 
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ferences should not be considered in terms of an inverse relation between age 
and the need for educational mediations. Instead, they should be considered in 
terms of differing curricular aims, contents, and forms; differing educational 
institutions; and last but certainly not least, differing student responses and 
relations to the educational institutions. 
Media education is also inadequate for my own purposes because re-
searchers in this field have been concerned almost exclusively with questions 
involving the reception of media texts by young educands. This is true even of 
those authors who treated practical work in Further Education as a form of 
reception of the mass media. In keeping with this preoccupation with the re-
ception dynamic, most of the practical educational proposals have been con-
cerned with developing so-called critical media reading skills. Although this re-
search is undoubtedly full of potential, I explained in the introduction of this 
thesis that the characteristic feature of combined courses is that they mix 
the teaching of media studies with the teaching of media production. Many, 
though certainly not all of them, do so with the aim of preparing educands for 
professional work in diverse media, or media-related industries. To be sure, 
many if not most of the educands attending combined courses expect to 
emerge from the combined degrees with the capacity to compete for jobs in 
the media, or media-related industry. This means that from the perspective 
of combined courses in higher education, the "specialisation" of media educa-
tion in matters concerning the reception of the media leaves an explanatory 
gap. Media education fails to explain-- perhaps because given its scope, it 
does not need to explain-- questions and problems arising with respect to the 
development of a praxis in media production. 
Last but certainly not least, proposals like Masterman's and Alvara-
do's are not actually based on research into the educational process. They 
constitute efforts to transform media studies into a pedagogy of media stu-
dies, on the basis of one or another "grand theory" of education: for example, 
Len Masterman uses Paulo Freire's (1972) pedagogy for the liberation of the 
oppressed. To the extent that the authors do not formulate their proposals on 
the basis of educational research into concrete educational contexts, then 
their work cannot be considered as being sufficiently critical to warrant clas-
sification as a proposal for a truly critical pedagogic praxis. 
These three limitations-- the difference in level (university), the differ-
ence with respect to the production dimension, and the failure to base practi-
cal pedagogic proposals on educational research-- greatly limit the contribu-
tion that media education can make to the professionalism of lecturers in 
higher education courses. I shall thus argue that educational research is nee- 
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ded which addresses the specific properties of the educational field in question: 
combined degrees in media studies. 
What form of research, then, can be used to develop a more critical 
educational praxis, which is conducive to the learning of media production 
praxis? 
I accept Carr and Kemmis' critique of technical forms of educational 
research, and I accept their call for research which privileges the interpretive 
categories of the educators. I also agree with Carr and Kemmis that it is of 
fundamental importance to be critical with respect to practitioners' interpre-
tations. This entails showing when and why practitioners' interpretations are 
not valid, and especially, when and why they are ideologised. However, I do 
not agree with Can and Kemmis that the practitioner him or herself is neces-
sarily the best person to conduct this research. S/he may be, but as Ham-
mersely explains, this position entails both advantages and disadvantages. I 
do not believe either that it is possible or desirable to oppose as neatly as 
Langford (1973) does, so-called theoretical and practical research. Finally, I 
do not accept that the categories of research should necessarily be generated 
in the manner suggested by Glaser and Strauss (1967). I will suggest alterna-
tives to each in the paragraphs that follow. 
Where the privileging of the practitioner's insights is concerned, I 
agreed earlier with Hammersley (1992) that neither the "insider" nor the 
"outsider" position guarantee valid research results in any given context. To 
be sure, I wish to argue that in the current investigation, my relation to the 
SCC degree breaks down the dichotomy of "external" and "internal" resear-
cher proposed by Can and Kemmis. I am partly "external" to the SCC degree 
to the extent that I arrived to the University after the degree had been de-
signed, and one year after it had begun to run. SCC was, and remains, in this 
sense, the project of other practitioners. I can also be classed as an 'outsider' 
thanks to the fact that I am a Colombian citizen with Swedish parents, and 
have lived and worked most of my life in non-English cultural and institutional 
contexts. This means that I bring to the educational institution the distance 
that results from a familiarity with very different cultural and educational 
traditions. 
Having said this, it is nevertheless true that I did begin to teach in 
SCC, and thus became a part of the educational process which I am now re-
searching. In this sense, it would be absurd to deny that I am and remain, 
very much an 'insider'. I am thus an insider in some respects, and an 'outsider' 
in others. 
It is tempting to signal the absolute advantage of one or the other posi- 
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tion. Instead, and in keeping with what I argued earlier, I shall propose that 
each of these positions has its advantages and disadvantages. My relative 
externality to the SCC curriculum, and many of its underlying assumptions 
undoubtedly enables me to take a critical distance without which this invest-
igation, in its current form, would not be possible. At the same time, the fact 
that I am not English means that much of the culture, and the educational 
culture remains strange to me. What from one perspective can be perceived 
as productive distanciation, can from another be perceived as cultural 
estrangement. 
The same is true of my "insider" status as a lecturer on the degree. The 
fact that I am actually teaching within SCC, and that I will be researching 
the context in which I teach means that I cannot have the bonne distance, 
especially vis-a-vis my own teaching, that might be expected from an exter-
nal researcher. As I explained in the introduction to this thesis, I fully expect 
that a number of aspects of my own teaching, and of course of my own sub-
jectivity will remain 'transparent' to me, in the sense that I will remain un-
aware of them. However, being a lecturer in SCC also means that I have the 
kind of access to texts, documents, and dynamics which an external resear-
cher would have great difficulties in obtaining, if s/he could obtain them at all. 
I am thus arguing that my position within SCC cannot be classified 
simply as being that of an "insider" or of an "outsider". I am also arguing that 
it is not productive to endorse, without much qualification, either of these po-
sitions. Indeed, I propose that the practitioner's research of his or her own 
practice should be treated not as a methodological sine qua non for "practical 
research", but rather as an option which has both advantages and disadvant-
ages. 
I suggest, finally, that in my particular case the disadvantages asso-
ciated with doing research about one's own practice (primarily, the lack of 
bonne distance) are partially ameliorated by the fact that I am conducting my 
research both to transform by own practice, and to obtain a Ph.D. Conduct-
ing educational action research as part of a Ph.D process means that I must 
engage in both face to face, and "textual" dialogue with at least three other 
readers: the Ph.D tutor, and of course the two Ph.D examiners. This, I would 
argue, forces me to engage in a relatively public process of research, which is 
quite different from one in which the practitioner simply researches for 
her/his own purposes, in 'private'. 
I now wish to move on to the question of the opposition between so-
called practical and theoretical research. I do not accept the opposition of 
theoretical and practical theory (Langford 1973). As I explained earlier, this 
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opposition is problematic because it opposes the criterion of validity with the 
criterion of relevance. Even research with practical implications should be 
concerned with producing truthful statements; moreover, I agree with Ham-
mersley (1992) that even so-called "theoretical" research can have relevance, 
albeit indirect relevance, for practical educational processes. As I explain in 
the concluding chapter, "theoretical" research can be used to transform one's 
practice, provided it is made clear that the transformation entails a recontex-
tualization (cf. chapter one) of the theories and findings used in the research. 
A similar critique applies to the viability of "substantive grounded the-
ory" (Glaser and Strauss 1967). I have argued above that this proposal is ul-
timately an untennable one on epistemological grounds. However, it is parti-
cularly problematic in those cases where the educational practitioner is al-
ready a researcher, as is my case and as frequently happens with educational 
practitioners in higher education. Even after recognising that media and cul-
tural studies cannot themselves provide the theoretical framework for my re-
search, I cannot pretend to dismiss the more general theoretical displace-
ments that are embedded in the latest approaches to media and cultural stu-
dies. Here I have in mind the privileging of cultural values and symbolic forms 
in all social processes; and thereby, my recognition of the importance of a me-
thodology of research which is capable of explaining the meanings of mean-
ings. These and many other fundamental positions are not positions which I 
can, or wish to discard. Doing so would not only entail the risk of reinventing 
the wheel, but of assuming that it is in fact possible to achieve the imposs-
ible: something like a research "degree-zero". 
I thus propose instead to build on an existing theory and methodology 
for educational research. This theory and methodology is a social semiotic 
theory of pedagogic discourse, proposed and developed by Basil Bernstein, an 
English sociologist of education. I describe this theory and justify its use in de-
tail in chapter one. Here I simply wish to note that I was first drawn to Be-
rnstein's theory when a colleague suggested that my own initial theorisation 
of pedagogic communication resembled Bernstein's work on pedagogic dis-
course. Reading through Bernstein's work, I discovered not only that there 
were important similarities, but that his work went far beyond my own, and 
explained precisely the phenomenon that I was trying to articulate. I would 
argue that this process of discovery of a suitable, preexisting theory is not 
one that is contemplated by Carr and Kemmis' approach. Yet I hope to show 
in the main text that it makes not just for critical action research, but for far 
more critical action research than would otherwise have been the case. 
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Notes 
1  See for example, Freire (1972). 
2 For examples of these different methodologies, see Schon (1991). 
3 This definition was agreed upon by participants in a seminar on Action Re-
search held at Deakin University in 1981. The authors cite L. Brown et al. 
(1981) 'Action research: notes on the national seminar', School of Education, 
Deakin University (mimeo). 
4 As an example, the authors cite the work of 0. Banks (1976). 
5 This is what Fay (1977) calls "policy science". 
6 See Geertz (1973) for an excellent representation of the Wittgensteinian cri-
tique of private meaning theories. 
7 Different authors use the metaphor of transparency in different ways. In 
this context, the metaphor can be interpreted as signifying a process where-
by implicit values are made explicit to their social agents. 
8 For a more valid comparison and contrast of hermeneutics and critical her-
meneutics, albeit one which still favours the position of Habermas, see J. B. 
Thompson (1981). 
9 See for example H.G. Gadamer (1975). 
10 Weber (1968) even recognises that there may be a case for using function-
al explanation as an important point of departure in sociological accounts. 
11  See for example, D. Kusler (1988). 
12 In particular, the work of K Lewin (1952). 
13 For a critique of the 'social cement' theory of ideology, see Thompson 
(1990). 
14 See Ricoeur (1981) for a Gadamerian critique of Habermas's linking of au-
thority and violent domination. 
15 I cannot for reasons of space, rehearse the critiques that have been le-
velled at Habermas's faith in the enlightenment project. It suffices to say 
that during the 1960's, J. Habermas and H.G. Gadamer engaged in a now fa-
mous debate about the epistemological assumptions embedded in each 
other's philosophical approaches. At issue was whether or not it is possible to 
break with the history, and historicity of a social understanding in order to 
overcome ideologised understanding. Habermas argued that it was possible; 
Gadamer, that it wasn't. A later polemic, carried out in the 1980's between 
Habermas and Lyotard, concerned the extent to which Habermas' project 
was based on questionable "metanarratives". Lyotard (1984) questioned any 
science that legitimated itself "with reference to a metadiscourse (...) making 
an explicit appeal to some grand narrative, such as the dialects of Spirit, the 
hermeneutics of meaning, the emancipation of the rational or working sub-
ject, or the creation of wealth"(1984:xxiii). From this perspective, Habermas' 
discourse rests on a Modern "metanarrative" in which a "hero of knowledge" 
works to attain "a good ethico-political end--universal peace", or something 
very like it. 
16 See for example, Ricoeur (1986) and Thompson (1990). 
17 See for example, the special issue on "Managing Quality in Higher Educa-
tion" in Higher Education, Vol. 25, No. 3, April 1993; and the special issue on 
"Quality and the management of quality" in Higher Education Quarterly, Vol. 
46, No. 1, Winter 1992. 
18 See for example Gibbs & Habeshaw (1989); Newble & Cannon (1991); 
Gibbs & Jenkins (1992); Cox (1994). 
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19 A statement made recently by E. A. Kaplan (1987) is an indirect example 
of this discourse. According to Kaplan, media scholars who eventually be-
came interested in questions about the reception of the media "were 
'naturally' concerned with reception, because they were addressing educands 
who were often quite young in terms of their reactions to television" 
(1987:212). Kaplan's statement, which appears in the context of an introduc-
tion to feminist media criticism, would appear to suggest that educators in 
media studies were[are] indeed 'naturally' concerned with the reception of 
their courses. This is a questionable assumption: some lecturers are not at all 
concerned with the whole reception dimension; and even those that are, are 
not necessarily critical with respect to this dimension. 
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Appendix II 
Original SCC Course Description (Extracts) 
The following pages contain extracts from the original SCC course descrip-
tion. This document was the one submitted to the University for approval 
of the degree. I have included only some extracts from this document, as 
most of the original documentation's information concerning the official 
structure of the course is reproduced in the Essential Papers (Appendix 
III). 
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A. 	 Philosophy, Rationale, and Demand for the Course 
A.1. The philosophy of this modular degree is premised on 
the conviction that in a period of rapid 
technological, environmental and social change, 
Science is too important to be left strictly to the 
specialists. This premise is one shared by important 
members of the academic and political community as 
evidenced by the recent pronouncements of the Royal 
Society, the British Society for the Advancement of 
Science, UNESCO, the DES and industrial 
organisations: For example, a recent report from 
the Council for Industry and Education expressed the 
view that: 
Higher education, as a national asset, must maintain 
humane values and be strong in all its disciplines, 
while ensuring that the language and perspectives of 
mathematics, science and technology, essential for 
modern working life, are properly familiar to all 
those it educates.2  
A.2. There is increasing evidence that the above premise 
is also shared by a growing section of the general 
public. Surveys undertaken by The New Scientist , 
The Committee for the Public Understanding of 
Science, and environmental pressure groups such as 
Greenpeace, all point to a growing dissatisfaction 
with the conception of Science as the specialists' 
preserve.3 In a recent sixteen page "Science Extra" 
section of The Daily Telegraph, Steven Hawking, 
author of the best selling A Brief History of Time 
spoke of the importance to a democratic society of 
harnessing the evident public interest in Science by 
re-vitalising Science education. 4  
1M. Elmandjra, "Fusion of Science and Culture: Key to the 
21st Century, excerpted from the author's intervention at the 
Canadian Commission for Unesco's Symposium on Science and 
Culture for the 21st Century: Agenda for Survival in IFDA 
DOSSIER 77, May/June 1990. 
2The Council for Industry and Education, Towards a 
Partnership--Higher Education, Government, Industry. (London 
1987) 
3 J. R. Durant, "The Public Understanding of Science" in 
Nature, vol. 340, 6 July 1989. 
4 S. Hawking, "Awakening the Scientist in Us All", The 
Daily Telegraph Science Extra, 18 August 1990. 
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The growth of the feminist movement over the past 
twenty years has also produced wide-ranging and 
widely-disseminated critiques of Science as 
mystified and male dominated.5 An undergraduate 
arts degree which aims to make its graduates both 
communicate effectively with the general public as 
well as with science specialists, directly confronts 
the apparent gulf currently existing between the so-
called "Two Cultures." And it does so by addressing 
in a sustained and substantive way, the all-
pervasive interaction between scientific knowledge 
and policy and its cultural context. 
"The age of 'Science for science's sake' and of 'art 
for art's sake' is over. The 21st century 
will call for a more socio-culturally determined 
paradigm which can no longer live under the illusion 
of the 'universality' and the 'neutrality' of 
science and technology....This is why the 
interfacing of science and culture and the necessity 
of their fusion has become a condition for 
communication and for survival."7  
This degree examines that interface in both its 
historical and contemporary aspects. 
A.2.1. 	 At the same time, there is growing concern over the 
predicted shortage of science undergraduates in the 
mid-1990's.8 In an effort to make Science Education 
more attractive as well as less narrow, the 
National Curriculum now requires that secondary 
students: 
"be able to give an historical account of a change 
in accepted theory or explanation and demonstrate an 
understanding of its effects on people's lives-
physically, socially, spiritually and morally..."9  
5Cf. S.Rosser, Female-friendly Science, Pergamon Press, 
N.Y. 1990, for an extensive bibliography on this issue. 
6 A recent editorial in the THES spoke of the need for 
Higher Education to bridge the gap since in fact the "Two 
Cultures" are thoroughly interpenetrated by Science and Social 
Values. 
7E. Mlmandjra, op. cit. pp. 53-4. 
8"Where are the new scientists?" by J. Turney in New 
Scientist 7 April 1990, p. 37 ff. 
9From Science in the National Curriculum, (HMSO 1989). 
See "Science approaches point of no return" in THES 16 Nov. 
1990 
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There is already an increasing number of students in 
the 16-18 age range who, being exposed to this 
broader conception of science education, and having 
taken their science 'A' levels in combination with 
non-science subjects'° will come to Higher Education 
expecting to locate science in its cultural context. 
At the same time, demographic pressures ensure that 
undergraduate science degrees will have to exploit 
new student markets, including mature, female and 
non-standard entrants if they are to survive into 
the next decade'''. It is equally clear that with the 
continuing decline of the unit of resource less 
capital-intensive and more user-friendly ways of 
approaching science teaching must be developed This 
will mean new modes of course delivery as well as a 
re-evaluation of teaching strategies. The proposed 
degree, which is a joint venture between the Science 
and Humanities Departments, builds upon the latter 
Department's extensive experience in attracting and 
retaining mature, female and non-standard entrants. 
A.2.2. 	 Plans for a more systematic modularisation of 
Science and Humanities courses will eventually mean 
that some of the SCZAde, 	 CA5\v•-&4-&"4-'6`."-- (SC-C) 
components could be adapted for use by other 
degrees. Indeed, preliminary discussions to do just 
that are already underway. 
A.2.3. 	 We should make clear, however, that although we see 
this degree as a flagship for new approaches in the 
teaching and dissemination of Science within the 
Polytechnic and see its eventual integration within 
a wider modular strategy, we deem it essential that 
the course has a chance to run and develop on its 
own in the first few years. This will give the 
staff, who are after all, from widely divergent 
disciplines and teaching traditions, the chance to 
grow and experiment together. The proposed degree 
intends to pioneer new pedagogic styles which more 
specialist science courses at the Polytechnic could 
then adapt and incorporate. 
10See Appendix I 
11 "Get Thee to a Laboratory", by K. Gold in New 
Scientist, 14 April 1990, p. 42ff. 
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A.3.2. 	 Whilst our enquiries have yielded no cast iron 
assurances that the course will recruit, it seems 
evident to us that the past decade has seen a sea 
change in public attitudes toward the need for 
scientific education. This degree, designed as it 
is to attract those with both science and arts 
qualifications, should be able to exploit this 
change in public attitudes. 
A.3.2.1. The proposed degree would be unique in Britain. 
There are Science Journalism degrees in the USA (at 
for example The University of California at Santa 
Cruz) and there are "Science and Society" pathways 
and combined Studies degree at a limited range of 
British Polytechnics and Universities (e.g. 
Middlesex Polytechnic, The University of Edinburgh 
and Manchester Polytechnic). The University of 
Manchester is attempting to expand its B.Sc. in the 
Life Sciences to include a history of Science 
component. None of these British initiatives offer 
our particular emphasis on transferable 
communication skills and media analyses. Nor do 
they, despite the burgeoning popularity of Women's 
Studies attempt to incorporate, as this degree has, 
a recognition of the importance of gender issues to 
the study of Science. 
A.3.2.2. Recent changes in "A" and "GCSE" science syllabi 
towards a more integrative and socially aware 
science curriculum are designed to disseminate basic 
science education more widely. We conclude that 
there will therefore be an increasing number of 
potential students with general science 
qualifications who though they do not wish to be 
specialist scientists may still retain an interest 
in the subject area. Even at present we suspect 
there are students with Science qualifications who 
do not go in for straight Science degrees but who 
may be attracted to a more broadly and socially 
oriented Science course. (For example, of the 112 
students admitted to the B.A. Humanities Degree in 
1989, 106 had a Science "0" level and 15 possessed 
at least one Science "A" Level.). These 
considerations, plus the attractiveness of the 
communications element of the proposed degree make 
us feel confident in its recruitment potential. 
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A.3.2.3. Our graduates would be particularly attractive to 
employers offering jobs where both scientific 
competence and communication skills are required, 
e.g. science related administrative posts in the 
Civil Service and regional and local authorities; 
public relations and related managerial posts in 
engineering and science oriented industries; posts 
in science journalism (including broadcast 
journalism), environmental lobbying and education 
groups, teaching and museum work. 
Upon validation of our course, we intend to stage a 
series of Sixth Form Conferences, Extra Mural Day 
Schools and Staff Development Seminars in order to 
market it most effectively. 
A.3.3. 
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Appendix III 
SCC "Essential Papers" 
The following pages reproduce the complete set of "Essential Papers" given 
to all SCC students and staff members at the beginning of the 1994/1995 
academic year. The Essential Papers were, from the perspective of my re-
search, the main para-curricular marker. They contained descriptions of 
each module, as well as key rules and regulations for the SCC degree. Many 
parts of the Essential Papers were exact reproductions of the SCC Original 
Course Description (cf. Appendix II). However, the Essential Papers also 
included amendments which lecturers introduced to the course since the 
course began in 1993. This was especially the case with some of the module 
descriptions. 
The Essential Papers were produced each year by the Award Leader. 
However, each year the Award Leader asked SCC staff to amend module 
descriptions as necessary. 
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Part II 
IN THE FOLLOWING PAGES,YOU 
WILL FIND A BRIEF ACCOUNT OF 
THE FIRST, SECOND AND THIRD 
YEAR MODULES. 
FOR EACH OF THESE YOU WILL OF 
COURSE RECEIVE MUCH FULLER 
DOCUMENTATION WHEN YOU BEGIN 
TO STUDY THEM. 
WE HAVE INCLUDED THIS SO THAT 
YOU CAN GET A SENSE OF THE 
YEARS AS A WHOLE. 
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Appendix IV 
Course outlines provided by SCC lecturers 
This appendix contains copies of the course outlines of some of the SCC 
modules (or parts of these modules: some of the module outlines are incom-
plete). Although I explain in chapter two that for reasons of space and focus 
I could not conduct an extensive analysis of each module, I have included 
these outlines to provide the reader with a better sense of the ways in 
which the different modules were structured. 
These outlines were circulated amongst all lecturers for the first time 
in 1996, in response to the results of the staff-student meeting which I ana-
lyse in chapter four. (During that meeting, many students suggested that 
there was insufficient integration between the various aspects of the 
degree.) Although the outlines describe the modules one year after period 
which I investigated (1994/95), they still confirm the dynamics of classifi-
cation and framing which I analyse in chapter two. Indeed, in one case, the 
use of a sex metaphor by one science lecturer (cf. MPLP I) can be regarded 
as an instance of the kind of patriarchal gendering of science studied by 
Merchant (1980) and others. The metaphor is gendered to the extent that it 
considers the "physics of sex" from the perspective of the male half of the 
process. This type of gendering process could be one of the reasons why 
there was a more negative orientation on the part of women taking the 
course, towards singular science modules and subjects. 
Each of the outlines has a title at the top which identifies the module 
in question. Next to each week, there is an acronym that identifies the lec-
turer in charge of a particular lecture or unit These acronyms enable the 
reader to realise the sheer size of the course, which was taught by a teach-
ing team of twenty five lecturers. 
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Appendix V 
Description of SCC in University Prospectus 
The following page reproduces the description provided in the University 
course prospectus for the SCC degree. Like the course leaflet (cf. Appendix 
VII), it is significant that the very first statement about the degree de-
scribes it in terms of the model of 'effective science communication'. Sev-
eral first-year students noted that this description was misleading inas-
much as it suggested that the purpose of the SCC degree was to form sci-
ence communicators. It is also a matter of some interest that this docu-
ment suggests that the course is "highly integrated". 
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BA(Hons) SCC— 
Admissions Tutors: 
UCAS Code: 
Introduction 
in recent years there has been increased iicii • iiiif for 
graduates who understand science and can present it 
effectively and imaginatively This new degree is designed to 
meet that demand by combining rigorous scientific practice 
with cultural analysis, media techniques and the exploration of 
scientific issues 
The forging of a new partnership between staff in the 
faculties of 	 sciences and Humanities has resulted in a 
highly integrated programme employing innovative teaching 
methods.  
This three year full-time degree should be particularly 
attractive and accessible to students with a mixed 
science/hurnanittes background. However, it is designed to 
cater sensitively for students with no formal qualifications in 
science 
Programme Content 
The programme weaves together four related themes.  
How Science Developed the way the philosophy and 
approaches of science have been shaped, pushed and limited 
by the society which produced it 
Communication and the Media introduces you to media 
techniques leg script writing, front-of-camera presentation, 
desk top publishing) and methods of media analysis 
Issues of Current Concern. examines issues like global 
warming, cancer treatments, and food safety The science 
involved will be explored as will the cultural and social 
considerations that envelop them 
Integrated Science underpins the science needed in the other 
areas of the programme of study enabling you to evaluate 
scientific data arid make links between theories and 
experiments 
1 here are Sir 1710(illieS ill each year 
Year 1 
Development of Srlenre in a Cultwal Context (DS_ 1_ 1 I two 
modules) ( ommurThcatimi Sience, Investigating the Scren(e 
in Contempoiwy Issues. Matter, Physical and Life Piocesses 
IMP) PI I, Comnutinu I.) is 	 and (,raphiLal Methods 
Year 2 
DY_I II (two modules), Siielltif,c Analysis of Environmental 
Issues, Science lournale,m The Reception of Science. MPLP II 
Year 3 
DSCC III (two modules). Independent Project (two modules). 
Science Option. Humanities Option 
Assessment 
Assessment includes coursevvork, examinations, open book 
examinations, conferenc e presentations, extended essays and 
protects T he final degree classification is based on tne marks 
achieved in the second and third years 
Careers 
The public understanding of science provides a wide range of 
opportunities for scientifically literate communicators, for 
example broadcasting, science Journalism and public relations, 
as well as science teat ping, science librarianship or scientific 
publishing 
Entry Requirements 
Please see the entry requirements than on page 47 
Further Information 
If you would like to know more about this award, please 
contact the Admissions Office, telephone 
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Appendix VI 
Description of SCC in Science Foundation's Newsletter 
The following pages contain an article about the SCC degree which was 
written by one of the lecturers of the Faculty of Science for a science foun-
dation's newsletter. Both the name of the author, and the name of the 
newsletter have been removed to protect the identity of the university. 
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Fast 
Forward 
Degree with a difference 
A new degree at the link ersity 
is attempting to 
teach science by locating it in a 
broader cultural landscape. A key 
clement in this project is the develop-
ment of a critical understanding of 
the communication of science. 
who is a lecturer on 
the course reports on its progress. 
The incessant skirmishes fought out 
across the cultural divide always lead to 
the same charges being made: scientists 
are illiterate, inarticulate and culturally 
unwashed, non-scientists am w holly 
ignorant of the dominant body of 
knowledge of the modem era and are 
unappreciative of the richness of sci-
ence Such statements arc rarely con-
strucu c, but they do contain an cle-
ment of truth Science clearly influ-
ences, and it is typically regarded as 
something alien to the rest of culture, 
something of little interest to the lay 
public and poorly understood by them. 
The situation is exacerbated by an edu-
cation system which demands commit-
ment to either the sciences or the arts.  
There are few learning opportunities 
which accommodate both traditions at 
once. Whilst science degrees concen-
trate on the detailed content of one sci-
entific specialism, humanities degrees 
largely exclude science from their treat-
ment of contemporary culture or intel-
lectual history. 
Schizophrenia 
Some attempts have been made to 
counter this educational schizophrenia 
by offering humanities options to sci-
ence students and 'science for poets' 
courses to humanities students. But this 
'bolt-on' approach, although helpful in 
some respects, can never adequately 
bring the sciences and the arts together.  
Although attempting to address the 
problems generated by the two cultures, 
this approach implicitly starts from the 
assumptions of that mentality: the two 
cultures are wholly separate and whilst 
a mutual exposure might encourage 
mutual tolerance, learning in the arts 
will not inform the way we view science 
or vice versa 
Discipline equality 
An alternative approach is to consider 
both humanities and science equally. By 
recognizing that the one can inform the 
other on the interplay between the two, 
it is perhaps possible to arrive at a new 
way of viewing science which is more 
fruitful than the approaches based on 
the assumptions of the old two cultures 
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Newsletter of the 
debate. This is the aim of the 
degree at the 
University 
The core idea at the heart of the degree 
is that the science we teach should be 
represented in a culturally meaningful 
way - it should not be divorced from its 
historical, social or philosophical con-
texts. The importance of contextualiza-
tion means that the course is taught 
jointly by members of the Faculty of 
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Humanities and the Faculty of 
Sciences, and the students attend lec-
tures on, for instance, history and liter-
ary studies as well as biology and 
physics. For the course to be effective, 
any of these lectures must constantly 
refer to what the students are learning in 
any of their other lectures. Strong links 
between the two faculties make this 
possible. 
Cultural dimensions 
A particularly important example of the 
interplay of science with the rest of cul-
ture is the communication of science. 
Here, science is quite explicitly recog-
nized for its cultural dimensions and yet 
the ways in which science is represent-
ed to the general public are rarely ana-
lyzed in the same way that, for instance, 
the construction of political news might 
be. On the 
degree, the methods of cultural 
and media studies are applied to popular 
representations of science in order to 
develop the ability to analyze science 
communication cntically. Integral to 
this project is the opportunity for the 
students to practise popularizing sci-
ence for themselves. By gaining first-
hand experience of the restrictions and 
potentials of the various media, the stu-
dents learn how these affect what the 
public are told about science. 
Practical work is therefore a key com-
ponent of the course. This is as true of 
the science the students learn as it is of 
media studies. While undergraduates in 
their first year might be busy practising 
their front-of camera skills, or the sec-
ond-years could be inter iewing a local 
scientist in order to write a news feature 
about their research, the third years 
might be in a laboratory extracting 
DNA and running a gene sequence. 
This practical work is able both to rein-
force and to expand the more academic 
aspects of the degree 
From the different types of knowledge 
they acquire and the variety of methods 
they encounter (scientific 
   and human' - 
tics-based, practical and academic), the 
students should be able to synthesize a 
new way of conceptualizing science 
They should de‘elop a view which is 
not supply the %iew of the scientist , nor 
the historian, nor the media expert, but 
is something inure tkin any of these It 
will be a view w Inch dem CS from C \To-
sure to sonic of the technicalities of sci-
ence. but which facilitates the anal) sis 
of these details in a n:flective way. Out 
of a fully come \tualized science, the 
critiquing of science and its communi-
cation should become natural 
Communication difficulties 
The degree is still in its early dais, the 
first students w ill graduate this summer 
Inevitably for an innovative and non-
standard course, it had its problems 
Ironicall) enough for a course so con- 
lerll.'d ii 
	 illin11IuILl.a111J11. one ca the 
main difficillnes is communication 
Getting across w sixth-formers what the 
degree is all about, ensuring that all the 
applicants hale accurately grasped the 
ethos of the course, is not an easy task. 
Prospective students can be seduced by 
the word 'media' into mistaking this for 
a skills-based, vocational course. 
However, problems such as these will 
no doubt be overcome as the degree 
becomes more established A highly 
committed and enthusiastic teaching 
team, encouraged by strong support 
from outside the university, nukes the 
hopes behind 
realizable_ Perhaps our first grad-
uates will be able to start building that 
much-needed bridge across the cultural 
divide 
Lecturer in Science in Contest 
Appendix VII 
SCC Course Leaflet 
The following pages contain a reproduction of the SCC course leaflet provi-
ded to prospective students. This leaflet reproduces the orientation to work 
which I analysed in chapter two by highlighting the role of the SCC degree 
in forming science communicators. This leaflet also mentions the 
`integrated' nature of the degree. 
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BA (Hons) S CC- 
(Optional Sandwich) Y110 
Award Leader - Telephone 
- Admissions Tutor - Telephone 
Employment Prospects 
Although this degree should be 
regarded as academic rather than 
vocational, the Communication of 
Science theme does provide 
opportunities of employment in 
addition to that afforded by a 
conventional BA. Graduates could 
expect to be able to compete for 
employment in any area where the 
communication of science is 
important - for example, science 
journalism, science publishing, 
hands-on science centres, museums, 
etc. Science librarianship and 
teaching are also possible careers 
which can be pursued through post-
graduate courses. 
The Award 
The Programme leading to the 
award BA(Hons) ' 
is a fully integrated 
course of study which examines 
science using tour different themes. 
The History of Science theme looks 
at the development of science by 
examining the two-way links 
between the science and the cultures 
our of which it developed. The 
Communication of Science theme 
studies how science can be 
communicated and how the media 
treat science as well as teaching 
communication techniques such as 
desk-top publishing, video editing, 
in-front-of-camera work, etc. The 
Issues theme looks at how science 
fits into a modern developed society 
and finally, the Science theme 
examines science - what it is, how it 
works as well as teaching necessary 
scientific knowledge and skills 
necessary for the rest of the 
programme. 
Structure 
Although the programme is 
modular, it fully integrates the 
themes mentioned above throughout 
the modules. The structure shown 
therefore only reflects the emphasis 
of the modules, each of which 
normally covers more than one 
theme. Assessment is mainly 
through coursework, but open-book 
and seen examinations are used in 
most modules 
Matter, Physical 
and Life 
Processes I 
Stage1 all modules 
Computing, 
Numerical and 
Graphical 
Methods 
The Development of Science in 
a Cultural Context I 
(double module) 
Communicating 
Science 
Investigating the 
Science in 
Contemporary 
Issues 
Stage 2 all modules 
Science 
Journalism 
Matter, Physical 
and Life 
Processes II 
The Development of Science in 
a Cultural Context II  
(double module) 
The Reception 
of Science 
Scientific 
Analysis of 
Environmental 
Issues 
  
   
    
Stage 3 
     
 
Science 
Option 
 
The Development of Science in 
a Cultural Context HI 
(double module) 
 
Project 
(double module) 
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Final Year 
In the final year students have the 
opportunity to pursue more specialist 
areas of interest through the choice of 
options and a project. Science options 
offered will reflect the range of areas 
studied physical, biological, 
environmental) as will the Humanities 
options (Literature, Cultural Studies, 
History, Environmental studies). The 
possible project titles can also reflect 
the student's interests. 
Related Postgraduate Study 
PGCE in science teaching 
Postgraduate Diploma in 
Librarianship 
Various Science and Humanities based 
MSc and MA courses which do not 
require specific first degree entry 
requirements. 
Entry Requirements 
One of the following: 
• GCSE grade C or above in Five 
subjects which must include 
English Language and 
Mathematics. Two GCE A-levels, 
or one A-level and two AS-levels 
• A BTEC National Level Diploma 
or Certificate with merits in at 
least four subjects 
• An appropriate pass in an 'Access' 
course 
• Applications from mature students 
are welcome, and will be examined 
individually. 
How to Apply 
Applicants should apply through 
PCAS for entry to Year 1 in 1993 
quoting PCAS No. 	 , the 
University's code is 	 Jr 
through UCAS for entry to Year 1 in 
1994 quoting UCAS 	 , the 
University's code is 
The University, and the Faculty of 
Sciences 
This is an interdisciplinary award, 
taught in the Faculty of 
Sciences which consists of the 
Department of Biological Sciences and 
the Department of Chemistry and 
Physical Sciences. There are over 60 
academic staff and about 600 full-
time and sandwich students in the 
Faculty which offers a range of BSc 
and BA Awards, some in association 
with other faculties. The University's 
prospectus provides further 
information. 
For Further Information 
Contact the Admissions Office: 
elephone _ 
Minicom 
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Appendix VIII 
Examples of Combined Courses in Media Studies 
The following pages contain two examples of curricula structured along the 
lines of the combined modality in media studies. The examples are meant to 
illustrate the extent to which 'theory' and 'practice' modules are strongly 
classified and framed in this modality. I have removed the names of the 
courses to protect the identities of their practitioners and institutions. 
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Public Media 
For 	 Codes and Course Codes see individual Academic 
Course entries .  
The Public Media course is designed to 
introduce the student to a wide range of 
communication topics whilst allowing 
scope for specialisation in a number of 
professional areas such as broadcasting. 
the print media. marketing. public 
relations and advertising By focusing on 
current issues such as satellite 
broadcasting, the freedom of the press 
and advertising standards the course will 
allow students to consider the 
ernpbcations of recent trends and 
established theones of communication. In 
addition. a study of communication in an 
organisational context is developed in 
order to equip students with the 
knowledge and skills required to 
understand and function within the 
increasingly complex media world While 
the degree is not intended as a substitute 
for specific vocational training such 
qualifications are better obtained after 
graduation) it does provide an education 
which is directly relevant to a number of 
potential career paths 
Year 1 
Theoretical Core I 
The core introduces students to the main 
aspects of Public Media 
(a) Public Medic 
Definition of Public Media; 'Mass' and 
'Public' in media. The public interest. 
Current and future media trends. 
(b) Topical Media Issues 
A study of specific topical examples of 
the impact of contemporary issues and 
new technology within the context of 
marketing. advertising. public relations 
and journalism. 
(c) Political Communication 
The rationale and practice of a free 
press within modern society. access, 
accountability, international aspects. 
state and society. 
(d) Techniques and Issues of Systematic 
Observation 
Communication analysis; Sociograins. 
Organisational design: Communication 
audit; communication theory. 
Media Studio I 
The unit aims to initiate and develop a 
range of basic media skills for all Public 
Media students These will include: 
(a) Sound recording 
(b) Tape editing. 
(ci Production for radio 
(d) Black and white 35mm 
photography 
(Cl Photographic developing and 
printing 
Computing 
(a) Introduction to computing. BASIC 
programming 
(bl Wordprocessing 
fcl Database basics 
Id) Spreadsheets 
(el Control Applications 
Year 1 Examination 
fa) A three-hour written examination on 
Theoretical Core 1. 
lb) A project report of 4.000 words on 
Media Studio I 
jcl A two-hour written examinatIon on 
Computing.  
Id) A report of 2.000 words on the 
students Year 1 attachment 
Year 2 
Theoretical Core II 
The theoretical core provides a 
framework for the studs of 
ccmmunicatinn 
(al Communication Process 
The concept of process. relationships of 
process to intrapersonal and 
Interpersonal communication: 
Communication models. descriptive 
and prescriptive. Communication 
interfaces 
(bi Organisations and Organisational 
Communication 
Relationships between organisational 
theory and aspects of communication 
theory. nature and function of 
communication in organisations, 
analysis of formal and informal 
communication: implications of the 
organisational structure for 
communication flows. organisations 
and individuality. 
(cl Interactions 
Use of information to produce 
organisational outputs; coordination of 
activities—decision-making. problem-
solving and leadership: implementation 
of systems to meet these needs. 
(dl Information and Technology 
The factors underlying technological 
change. barriers to innovation and 
change in organisations; recent 
technological developments and their 
Impact on organisations and society. 
information and control systems, 
determinism-voluntansm debate. 
lei Culture and Knowledge 
The construction and use of knowledge 
in organisations. valid knowledge and 
professionalism. examined within the 
context of organisational theory and 
epistemology. the use of ideas to 
validate and legitimise structure and 
process the tactical use of information 
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Radio Broadcasting 
The development of radio broadcasting 
Existing arrangements in the UN and 
elsewhere. 
Working routines and arrangements of 
radio stations, with particular reference to 
local stations. 
Companson of BBC and Independent 
local radio stations 
Programming philosophies, obligations 
and constraints. 
Audiences. 
Contemporary developments: 
proliferation of local radio. 
regionalisation. the effect of cable and 
video on radio 
The second Professional Attachment is 
undertaken during the first six weeks of 
Year 2 Semester 2 after which the student 
will submit, as part of the Year 2 
Examination, a communications analysis 
Year 2 Examination 
(a) A three-hour written examination, 
based on a case study published one 
week before the date of the examination. 
and an extended essay of 4.000 words, on 
Theoretical Core Il; 
(b) A three-hour written examination 
paper on each of the two options selected 
by the student, 
(Cl A communication analysis of about 
3.000 words, based on the Year 2 
attachment. 
Year 5 
The studies will consist of the following 
units: 
Theoretical Core III 
(a) Media Practice and Organisation 
Organisation of the Bntish media. pnnt. 
broadcasting and film; the international 
profile of the media—key features of the 
global picture; organisational routines 
and their relationship to professionalism 
and the final product; the relationship of 
media organisations to the state and how 
this affects their way of working; the 
nature, extent and consequences of inter-
institutional links within the media field. 
audience research as carried out by 
media industries. The uses to which this 
is put and what insights this may give 
into the relationships) between the 
media and the audience: the genesis, 
nature and likely consequences of 
technological change for the media; 
accountability in the media as a practical 
and ethical question, the possibility of 
'access' media and issues raised by this. 
(b) Media—Theory and Methodology 
Epistemology and the possibility of 
objective knowledge; problems 
engendered by the existence of 
Incommensurable modes of media 
research; issues of truth and validity in 
relation to the possibility of 'balanced' 
media; political philosophy on the role of 
the media in society; ideology—an 
exploration of the concept in relation to 
what the media do; censorship—a 
consideration of the legal, ethical and 
political grounds on which sexually 
explicit, violent and politically sensitive 
material is defined as such and subjected 
to censorship, the issues raised by these 
practices. language as a tool for media in 
the definition of their realities 
Options 
Students will choose one option from 
Group C and one from Group D. not all 
options will necessarily be available in 
any one year: 
Group C 
Audience Study 
'Audience' as a problematic concept. 
General methodological problems in 
theorising the audience. 
An histoncal overview of the rise of the 
audience. 
Conceptions of the audience: 
as aggregate; as mass; as public. as a 
market. 
Relationships between these 
charactensations, theory choice. and 
understandings of the larger society 
The problems and possibilities of 
regarding an audience as a social 
phenomenon. 
'Active' versus 'passive' conceptions of 
the audience. 
The audience—sender relationship. 
evidence; theories, implications. 
Contemporary Issues in 
Communications 
Images of organisations/institutions in the 
media, such as the police. 
The marketing of pre-election politics 
thruunh th. media 
The role of motivation in marketing and 
advertising. 
Marketing influence on the translation of 
a novel into a film. 
Gender imagery and feminism 
The role and operation of community 
newspapers. 
Decision Making and 
Communication 
A review of the decision making 
literature. An examination of the process 
of decision making in 
organisations/institutions. 
Analysis of some basic models of decision 
making. 
Decision making and communication; 
decision making and power. 
Organisations for study may include a 
newspaper, a radio station, a theatre or a 
tourist agency. 
Marketing Communications 
Analysis of theones of marketing 
communications: advertising, sales 
promotion. PR/publicity, personal selling. 
Interrelationships of communications 
components within overall marketing mix 
policies and strategies. 
Campaign planning with emphasis on 
objectives. alternative strategies. budgets, 
evaluation 
Organisations and structures concerned 
with marketing communication. 
Role of communication in social 
marketing and non-profit organisations 
313 
Public Relations Strategy 
Introduction to corporate public relations 
Corporate identity: rationale and 
development. 
Corporate image measurement. 
Financial public relations. 
Staffing and organisation. 
Policy evaluation from a public relations 
standpoint. 
Group D 
Artefact Production 
The option will be taught mainly on a 
tutorial/consultative basis. 
Tuition will be offered in venous 
media. depending on student demand. 
Students will produce examinable 
communication artefacts according to an 
approved outline proposal. They will also 
be required to produce a report (5.000 
words) reflecting on the production 
processes involved, an empirical study of 
the effectiveness of the finished artefact 
and an analysis of the finished product's 
relationship to the initial proposal. 
Christian Communication 
Communication in the context of 
Christianity. 
The image of the Christian in a 
multicultural society. 
Cntical analysis of different studies of the 
Christian image through media, including 
video. film and television. 
Philosophical, social and theological 
issues in Christian communication. 
Christian communication and 
broadcasting. 
Critical evaluation of pnnt publication 
and training resources produced by 
Christian institutions. 
Community Campaigns 
Nature of community and campaigns: 
nature of social influence. 
Pnnciples and process of planning a 
community campaign. 
Analytical frameworks including the 
nature of the source: intention and 
purpose, methods and strategies used. 
range of channels and effects (intended 
and unintended). 
Impact and evaluation of community 
campaigns. 
Case studies—examples may include 
local groups tackling environmental 
issues, attempts to change legislation. 
Production of a community campaign. 
international Marketing 
Origins and development of global 
marketing. 
Use of information. infrastructures and 
organisations in creating international 
strategies. 
Development of policies for 
communication overseas: creative 
opportunities, coordination, constraints. 
costs. 
Social responsibility considerations of 
international marketing. 
Market Research 
Survey design and anal% sis reliabil u. 
validity. frequency distributions 
contingency tables 
Introduction to less reactive approaches 
Techniques of market segmentation 
Perceptual mapping techniques. 
Implementation and interpretation 
Final Examination 
(a) Two three-hour written examinations 
on Theoretical Core III 
(b) A three-hour written examination on 
the option selected from Group C. 
(c) A 6.000-word dissertation on the 
option selected from Group D 
Professional Exemptions 
Students who successfully complete the 
Honours Degree Course in Public Media 
will be granted exemptions from certain 
examinations of two professional bodies. 
(a) The Communication, Advertising 
and Marketing Foundation 
Subject to their having completed 
appropriate options. students will be 
granted exemption from the Certificate 
stage of the CAM examination and may 
proceed straight to the Diploma if they 
wish to supplement their Degree with a 
post-graduate qualification. 
The Institute of Marketing 
Students will be granted exemption from 
the Certificate stage of the Diploma of the 
Institute of Marketing Within a year of 
graduation. they will be able. by 
following an appropriate post-graduate 
part-time course. to become 
Graduate/Associate Members of the 
Institute. 
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Appendix IX 
The Media Studies Polemic 
The following pages contain reproductions of some of the articles which 
have appeared in the press over the past two years, and which evaluate 
the higher educational field. The first article by N. Cohen is particularly 
interesting to the extent that it illustrates a symbolic ruler of 
consciousness, according to which "'media studies'" is oppositioned to 
"science". In general, attacks like those in the second article by A. Anthony 
can be regarded as a response by more traditional sectors of higher 
education to the "loss" of canonical texts which are typical of especially the 
more critical, and "postmodern" combined courses in media studies. 
The following is a list of the articles that are reproduced: 
• Nick Cohen, "Dons despair as students spurn science in favour of 
`media studies'" in The Independent on Sunday, June 25, 1995. 
• Andrew Anthony, "School for soaps" in the Observer Review  , 
January 21, 1996. 
• Peter Golding, "Media Success Story", letter to Times Higher  
Education Supplement, May 31, 1996. 
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Appendix X 
Original Module Description for Communicating Science 
The following is the original description of the Communicating Science 
module provided by the SCC course description (cf. extracts in Appendix II). 
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COMMUNICATING SCIENCE 
First Year 
Single Module 
Core Module 
Aims 
1. To introduce students to the approaches, concepts and 
research relevant to considering how scientific knowledge 
and developments are communicated to non-scientists; 
2. To examine a range of kinds of materials which embody 
such communication, and to develop in the students skills 
of analysis of such materials; 
3. To consider the ways in which popular conceptions of 
`nature' and 'science' are interwoven with conceptions of 
power, hierarchy and gender; 
4. To lay a foundation of skills so that the students are 
able themselves both to design and practice such 
communications and to critically evaluate their own 
attempts. 
Content 
There is a growing body of research, drawing on several 
traditions of enquiry, into the ways in which scientific ideas 
are communicated to non-scientists, most notably relating to 
Television's presentation of science in news and 
documentaries, but also considering the presentation of 
science in popular forms of culture. In order to understand 
this research students will need to be introduced to several 
conceptual debates, notably about the idea of 'discourse' 
(especially in relation to the mass media), theories of 
media/audience relationship, and concepts of news and 
documentary (bias/selection/construction). 
Also, there has been a rising interest in the ways in which 
conceptions of the natural world as an object of study 
themselves bear the marks of our culture: from the ways 
`nature' is conceptualised in scientific enquiry, to the ways 
in which practices towards non-human species reflect 
historical and cultural attitudes towards the natural world. 
Introductions to these will be linked with learning how to 
make close analyses and deconstructions of Televisual 
presentations of science; and hence to the practical design 
and making of small audiovisual presentations of, for example, 
a TV science news item. For this purpose students will be 
involved in practising front-of-camera skills such as 
scripting and storyboarding, production of graphics, and 
sequencing. 
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Indicative bibliography 
C GARDNER & R YOUNG 
ROGER SILVERSTONE 
JOHN CORNER et al. 
LEN MASTERMAN (ed.) 
PETER FARAGO 
D W BIRKETT 
S M FRIEDMAN et al. 
J H GOLDSTEIN (ed) 
PAUL CHILTON (ed) 
CAROLYN MERCHANT 
CAROLINE McCORMACK 
RAYMOND WILLIAMS 
JOHN BERGER 
WILLIAM LEISS 
Teaching methods 
`Science on TV: A Critique', in T 
BENNETT et al.: Popular Television 
and Film 
Framing Science: the making of a BBC 
documentary (BFI 1985) 
Nuclear Reactions (Libby Press 1990) 
Television Mythologies  
Science and the Media (Oxford 
University Press 1976) 
Writing Science News for the Mass  
Media (Gulf Publishing 1983) 
Scientists and Journalists: reporting 
science as news (Free Press 1986) 
Reporting Science: the case of  
aggression (Lawrence Erlbaum 1986) 
Language and the Nuclear Arms Debate 
 
(Frances Pinter 1985) 
The Death of Nature  
Gender, Nature and Culture  
`Ideas of Nature', in his Problems in  
Materialism and Culture (Verso) 
`Animal as Metaphor' (New Society 
1977) 
The Domination of Nature 
 
The module will use a variety of teaching methods, from the 
traditional lecture and seminar, to workshops closely 
analysing media presentations of science. 
Assessment 
This is designed to give students the opportunity to display 
their understanding of the approaches and research on which 
the module is drawing: 
Formative work: 
One textual analysis at 20% 
One standard essay at 30% 
Summative work: 
Group audio-visual project at 50% 
Module Co-ordinator 
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Appendix XI 
Communicating Science Syllabus for 1994/95 
The following pages contain the syllabus provided to students who took the 
Communicating Science module during the 1994/95 academic year. (Aspects 
of this document have been modified to protect the identity of the course, of 
the University and of the Audio-Visual Services instructors.) This document 
can be regarded as a para-curricular marker that realises in the written 
medium and genre of the syllabus, the framing procedures which I analyse in 
chapter three. The following pages illustrate the extent to which framing 
involves the dimension of control. 
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BA (Hons) 
SCIENCE, COMMUNICATION AND CULTURE 
Course Programme for 
COMMUNICATING SCIENCE 
Lecturer: Nils Lindahl Elliot 
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Introduction 
Welcome to Science, Communi-
cation and Culture (SCC) and to 
Communicating Science. This 
introduction to the module will 
provide an overview of a) what 
the module will be teaching you 
and b) how it's structured. In 
class we will discuss each of 
these points so that you can ask 
questions about anything that is 
not clear to you. 
1. Understanding what it 
means to communicate 
about science and nature 
This module will teach, as the 
title suggests, about the 
communication of science and 
nature. But our approach to the 
whole problem of communi-
cating science will be quite 
different from what you might 
expect. The notion of communi-
cation itself, which may seem to 
be so straightforward, actually 
involves a highly complex social 
process. The module will begin 
by explaining this social process, 
especially in relation to the 
different types of institutions 
and professional ideologies that 
are at work in the process of 
mass communication. 
Thereafter, the module will 
provide you with more accurate 
and more subtle ways of 
thinking about the communi-
cation or "popularization" of 
science. Although we tend to 
think that popularizing science 
means "simplifying" or making 
science "understandable", the  
module will show that here too, 
there is a lot more complexity 
than meets the eye, and that 
here too, there is a social process 
which needs to be understood in 
terms of the interests of specific 
institutions and ideologies. 
Why is it important to learn 
this, you might ask? Thinking 
about the communication of 
science in the ways mentioned 
above will enable you to adopt a 
more critical approach. It will, 
for example, help prospective 
journalists to decide for 
themselves when a scientific 
issue is being misrepresented by 
an institution with "hidden" 
interests; or conversely, when 
an issue that is not being dealt 
with by anyone, should be dealt 
with in the media. These are the 
kinds of skills that the best 
researchers or journalists have, 
and this course will help you to 
begin to develop them. 
This approach will also help 
you to assume a more analytical 
stance vis-a-vis your own video 
productions about science and 
the environment, which this 
course will teach you to plan, 
shoot, and edit. Indeed, this 
course will provide you with 
both an introduction to more 
critical ways of thinking about 
the communication of science; 
and an introduction to basic 
video production skills. 
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2. How it all comes together 
It might seem that these are two 
very different activities (critical 
analysis on the one hand, and 
video production on the other)--
in fact, they are and will be 
closely related in this module. 
Here's how: the module is 
divided into three types of 
activities, which you will be 
engaging in every week: 
lectures, 	 seminars, 	 and 
workshops. 
In the lectures, we will be 
doing a series of case studies 
that engage in critical analyses 
of the way in which scientific 
and environmental issues are 
represented in the media. 
Although emphasis will be on 
analysing T.V. programmes 
about science and the 
environment, we will also be 
discussing other media such as 
science journals and the tabloid 
press. 
In the seminars, we will be 
planning your own video 
exercises, and then analyzing 
the results, as if they 
themselves were "case studies" 
in the communication of science. 
This will enable us to use the 
theories and concepts taught in 
the lectures to analyze your own 
work. 
Finally, in the workshops, you 
will be learning the technical 
aspects of video production, and 
will be actually producing the 
exercises mentioned above. 
You yourself will be expected 
to help the process of 
integration of these different 
activities in the following ways:  
a) you will be expected to attend 
all three educational modes 
(lectures, seminars, and 
workshops) every week so that 
there are no gaps in your 
understanding; 
b) you will be expected not only 
to plan your video exercises, but 
to present these plans in the 
seminars so that we can discuss 
their virtues and limitations; 
c) you will also be expected to 
engage in the analysis of your 
videos on the basis of the terms 
and ideas introduced in the 
lectures. 
If you do this, and if you 
keep up with the module 
readings, then this will be a 
very stimulating and challenging 
module. One that combines the 
best of both worlds: close 
analysis of fascinating videos 
about thinks like the "Killer 
Bug", fox hunting, estrogens in 
water, etc.; and production and 
close analysis of your own 
videos about science and the 
environment. 
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Assessments 
This module will require you to 
hand in three assessments. 
These are described in an 
introductory fashion below. 
Please note, though, that each 
assessment is described in more 
detail at the end of this course 
description. 
1. Assessment No. 1: 
treatment 
The first assessment in the 
course will take the form of 
what in the TV industry is 
known as a "treatment". A 
treatment is basically a short 
description of a video which you 
would like to produce. It states 
- the subject of the video 
why it is important 
- what audience the video is 
aimed at (this will require 
some extra research) 
how the video is to be 
structured, in terms of the 
audio-visual narrative. 
Each person will be submitting a 
treatment individually, and will 
be marked individually. 
However, each group will then 
select the treatment which it 
believes to be most interesting 
and feasible to produce for its 
final production (more on the 
final production, below). You 
should thus research and write a 
treatment which can be 
produced with the resources at 
hand. 
This assessment should be 
typewritten with double 
spacing, and should be of no  
more than 1000 words or four 
typewritten pages, whichever 
comes first. You should provide 
full references for any quotes or 
ideas which are not your own, in 
accordance with the guidelines 
provided in your essential 
papers. 
2. Assessment No. 2: textual 
analysis. 
The case studies taught in the 
lectures will provide you with 
the skills required to engage in 
what is known in media and 
cultural studies as a textual  
analysis. 	 Doing a textual 
analysis involves explaining in a 
rigourous manner how a media 
piece represents some scientific 
or environmental issue. This 
involves explaining 
- how the media piece is 
structured, in terms of the 
A/V narrative; 
- what argument(s) it puts 
forward; 
- what "philosophical" 
assumptions the argument is 
based on; 
- how the argumentative 
strategy "positions" the 
reader/viewer to respond to 
the issues portrayed. 
For this second assessment, you 
will be asked to do a textual 
analysis of a popular science 
piece (a list of options will be 
provided). This will be a group 
assessment, to be undertaken in 
groups of no less than two, and 
no more than three people. It 
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should be typewritten with 
double spacing, and should be of 
no more than 2000 words. You 
should provide full references 
for any quotes or ideas which 
are not your own, in accordance 
with the guidelines provided in 
your essential papers. 
3. Assessment No. 3: the 
final production 
During the entire first term, and 
then during the first half of the 
second term, you will be doing 
exercises which will give each of 
you the chance to produce a 
short video news piece on a 
scientific or an environmental 
issue. These videos will be 
carefully planned and analyzed, 
but will not be marked. 
After each person has had a 
chance to plan and direct their 
own piece, the production 
groups will select a treatment 
from amongst the ones you 
handed in (see assessment No. 
1), and will elect producers, 
camerapersons, etc. to produce 
the final production. 
This final production will be 
marked, but it will be marked in 
a manner that takes into account 
a number of different factors. 
These are spelled out in detail 
on pp. 25 and ff. For now, it 
suffices to say that the mark 
will be split into two main parts: 
a group mark, which takes into 
account amongst other things, 
- 	
the script 
	
how well the group works as 
a group 
	
how good the final video 
itself is;  
and an individual mark, which 
will be based on your 
participation in the group work, 
and on an individual report 
which you will be handing in 
with the final production. This 
report will require you to 
analyze and evaluate your own 
video and production process 
using the terminology and 
analytical skills taught in the 
lectures and seminars. In effect, 
this report will be a test of your 
capacity to use the media 
analysis skills taught throughout 
the year. 
4. The assessments, in 
relation to lectures and 
seminars 
In a course like this, it's 
tempting to think that the 
absence of an unseen exam at 
the end of the module means 
that you don't really have to 
learn anything... 
In fact, the opposite is true: 
in all three assessments you will 
have to demonstrate that you've 
mastered the different ideas 
taught in the lectures and 
seminars. 
This will actually require you 
to learn the material in more 
depth because it will not suffice 
to simply "regurgitate" the 
terms and theories learnt in the 
course. You will have to 
demonstrate that you can 
employ the analytical skills 
you've been taught, in new 
contexts... so don't fall behind in 
your reading, and make sure 
that you attend all lectures, 
seminars and workshops! 
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5. Submission Dates 
Assessment No. 1 (Treatment) 
Due by: Jan. 27, 1995 
Percentage of final mark: 20% 
Assessment No. 2 (Text. Analysis)  
Due by: May 5, 1995 
Percentage: 30% 
Assessment No. 3 (Production) 
Due by: (several deadlines) 
a) Final draft of script: March 23 
b) Video itself: May 19 
c) Individual report: May 31 
Percentage: 50% 
Please note: University regulations state that failure to meet any 
of these deadlines will result in a 0 for the assessment not handed 
in. In Communicating Science, this will apply both to written, and 
video production assignments. 
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Communicating Science, at a 
glance... 
LECTURE SEMINAR WORKSHOP 
TERM 	 1 
1 Introduction to 
Communicating Science 
Introduction to course Introduction to 
workshops 
2 Intrumental ConceptionsDiscuss 
of Communication 
intrumental con
c e p t i o n s 
communication 
-Introduction to 
s4forkshops 
3 Critical Conception of 
Communication 
Discuss symbolic forms 
Plan exercise 1( El) 
Introduction to 
workshops 
4 Critical Conception of 
Communicating Science 
Compare science and 
popular science 
Shoot El 
1 5 Institutional structure 
of TV production 
Discussion of TV prod. 
Plan E2 
Edit El 
6 Reading Week No classes No classes 
7 The discourse of 
"Public Service" 
Analyze El, discuss 
concept of discourse 
Shoot E2 
8 Consumer/Producer 
"Choice" 
Plan E3, discuss concept 
of ideology 
Edit E2 
9 Gender issues in T.V. 
production 
Analyze E2, discuss sex 
discrimination in TV 
Shoot E3 
10 TV News Plan E4, discuss genre Edit E3 
11 TV News Analyze E3, discuss 
TV news 
No Workshops 
TERM 2 
1 Talk Shows: 
Media Effects 
We will discuss 
Assessment No. 1 
Shoot E4 
2 Talk Shows: 
Media Effects 
Plan E5, discuss "media 
effects" 
Edit E4 
3 Ideas of nature No seminars- union 
meetings 
No workshops-
union meetings 
4 Animals in adverts Analyze E4, and select 
treatment for final prod 
Shoot ES 
5 Nature in natural 
history documentaries 
Plan E6, and discuss finalEdit 
productions 
ES, distribute 
functions for prod. 
6 READING WEEK No classes 
7 Sexism in natural 
history documentaries 
Analyze ES Shoot E6 
8 View Horizon docu. on 
estrogens in water 
Plan E7 (if group of 7) 
Work on scripts 
alit E6 
9 Analyze Horizon documeknalyze 
tary on estrogens in H2O 
E6, work on 
scripts 
Shoot E7 or work o 
scripts 
10 View Dispatches 
on estrogens in H2O 
We will work on scripts. Edit 	 E7 	 and/or 
work on scripts 
11 Analyze Dispatches Analyze E7 and/or 
talk about Assess. No. 2 
No workshops 
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LECTURE SEMINAR WORKSHOP 
TERM 3 
1 Science and beauty Plans for 
final production 
Final production 
2 Science and beauty Progress reports from 
groups 
Final production 
3 Concluding lecture Progress reports from 
groups 
Final production 
4 No lecture No seminar Finishproduction 
5 Show projects to designated audiences, and critique results 
16 Hand in individual reports 
The course, week by week* 
Term 1 
Week 1 
Week 2 
Lecture: This lecture will be devoted to an overview of the 
course structure and content. 
Seminar: This seminar will introduce the course. 
Workshop: There will be an introduction to rules for the 
use of equipment, etc. 
Readings: Look over course programme, and read intro-
duction of lecture notes, Communicating about Science and  
Nature. Please note: primary readings are recommended at 
the end of lecture notes. You should read some of these 
throughout the year. See also, the course bibliography at the 
end of this booklet. 
Lecture: Why are popular notions of communication 
misleading? 
Seminar: We will discuss some of the implications of 
today's lecture. 
Workshop: Familiarisation with equipment/production 
procedures. 
Readings: Communicating about Science & Nature (1)  . 
* Please note: some of the suggested examples and lecture topics may be 
changed due to unexpected problems in scheduling, availability of video 
equipment or media texts; or to the availability of new media texts. 
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Week 3 
Week 4 
Week 5 
Week 6 
Week 7 
Week 8 
Lecture: What is a Social Semiotic conception of 
communication, and why is it more critical than the 
"instrumental" approaches to communication? 
Seminar: We will discuss symbolic forms, and will plan 
your first exercise. 
Workshop: Familiarisation with equipment/production 
procedures. 
Readings: Recommended readings at the end of 
Communicating about Science and Nature, (1)  . 
Lecture: What is involved in communicating about science? 
Does it just involve "simplifying" science? Indeed, is 
it true that popular science is "simpler" than science itself? 
Seminar: We will compare and contrast a science, and a 
a popular science piece, using G. Myer's (1990) model. 
Workshop: Shoot Exercise 1 (from now, abbrev. as "El"). 
Readings: Communicating about Science & Nature (2)  . See 
also, G. Myers, Writing Biology  , chp. 5. 
Lecture: This lecture will discuss mass communication, 
and media institutions. We will examine in some detail 
how institutional structues and dynamics are involved in 
the production of a popular science TV programme. 
Seminar: You should come prepared to discuss how it felt 
to be part of an organisational structure with a hierarchy 
and a division of labour. How did it affect your thinking, 
and your capacity to make decisions? But also, what did 
it make possible? We will review your plans for E2. 
Workshop: Edit El. 
Readings: Review section on mass communication in 
Communicating about Science and Nature  (2). You will also 
be given some additional handouts that discuss TV 
production. 
No classes - reading week. Reading weeks provide you with 
the opportunity to catch up with any reading you haven't 
been able to do, and/or to read ahead. You should also read 
some of the additional recommended literature (see end of 
each set of lecture notes). 
Lecture: In this lecture, we will explain a key concept: 
the concept of discourse,  We will do so by discussing an 
example of discourse which has had an enormous historical 
impact on broadcasting in general, and in communicating 
science in particular: the discourse of "public service". What 
is "public service", what arguments is it based on, and what 
are its pro's and con's? 
Seminar: We will analyze El, and will discuss the implications 
of the concept of discourse. 
Workshop: Shoot E2. 
Readings: Course handout on "public service broadcasting" 
Lecture: In this lecture, we will critique another extremely 
powerful discourse which has had an enormous impact on 
society in general, and on broadcasting institutions in 
particular (it is also one that in some respects has replaced the 
"public service" discourse): the "new conservative" discourse 
of institutional "efficiency" and "consumer choice". We will 
analyse the work of this discourse in the recent 
transformations which have taken place in the BBC. In doing 
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Week 9 
Week 10 
Week 11 
so, we will discuss in more detail another key concept for this 
course: the concept of ideology.  
Seminar: We will discuss the concept of ideology. 
We will also review your plans for E3 
Workshop: Edit E2. 
Readings: See section on ideology in Communicating about Science  
and Nature (2) 
Lecture: In an earlier lecture, we discussed the way in which 
institutional structures and dynamics may be exclusive-- 
that is, they exclude some people or social groups. In 
this lecture, we will analyse how TV production institutions 
have in various ways excluded women. In doing so, we will 
be analyzing the workings of another ideology. 
Seminar: We will discuss the implications of the lecture, for 
your own production. We will also analyze E2. 
Workshop: Shoot E3. 
Reading: Course handouts, "Feminist critique and the 
the communication of science and nature". 
Lecture: Beginning with this lecture, we will start to look 
closely at the discourse of television programmes themselves, 
esp. the way in which science & nature are represented and 
structured on T.V. In today's lecture we will look at TV news. 
As part of this process, we will discuss the concepts of "text" 
"genre", and "modality". 
Seminar: We will discuss the concepts introduced in the 
lecture, especially genre  . We will review your plans for E4, 
Workshop: Edit E3. 
Readings: Communicating about Science and Nature (3)  . 
Lecture: We will continue discussing TV news. 
Seminar: We will analyze E3, and will discuss problems 
of "objectivity" in news reporting: what constraints 
might make it difficult for you to be more "objective" in 
your own reporting? 
Workshop: No workshops. 
Readings: Communicating about Science & Nature (3)  
Term 2 
Week 1 	 Lecture: As a prelude to next week's analysis of a panel 
discussion on censorship and media effects, we will explore 
the history of moral panics about media effects, In doing so, 
we will return to some of the issues that were discussed at 
the beginning of the course: what is problematic about linear 
models of communication and "hypodermic" notions of media 
effects? 
Seminar: We will discuss what you will be required to do for 
your forthcoming assessment the treatment) and in so doing 
will begin to talk about your final projects. 
Workshop: Shoot E4. 
Readings: Communicating about Science and Nature (4)  . 
(Please remember that each set of lecture notes recommends some 
additional readings which you should look at.) 
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Week 2 
Week 3 
Week 4 
Week 5 
Lecture: We will analyze the way in which the Late Night  
Show structured a panel discussion on the matter of 
media effects. As part of this process, we will take a close look 
at the way in which the structuring of the panel determines 
the nature of the exchange amongst the panelists. 
We will also investigate how the programme is an instance 
of the popularization of so-called "social sciences". 
Seminar: We will plan E5, and discuss the whole question 
of "media effects" in relation to your own productions. Is it 
useful to think of what "effects" they might have on their 
audiences? 
Workshop: Edit E4. 
Readings: Communicating about Science and Nature (4)  . 
Lecture: We will begin to discuss the way in which ideas 
of nature  are represented on TV. There are a number of 
discourses about "nature". What are some of the historical 
antecedents of these, and how do they affect some of the 
current debates about environmental issues? 
We will illustrate these issues by looking closely at 
some media texts that respresent ideas of nature. 
Seminar: There will be no seminars because of union meetings 
Workshop: There will be no workshops because of union 
meetings. 
Readings: Communicating about Science and Nature. (5).  
JANUARY 27 IS THE DEADLINE FOR ASSESSMENT No. 1. 
Lecture: We will continue analyzing the way in which ideas 
of nature are represented on T.V. In today's lecture, we will 
look at the R5 advertisement which uses bears, and we 
will introduce the notions of theriomorphism  and 
anthropomorphism  proposed by S. Baker in Picturing the Beast  . 
Seminar: We will analyze E4, and you will work in production 
groups to decide what treatment you will use for your final 
production. 
Workshop: Shoot E5 
Reading s: Communicating about Science & Nature. (6)  . 
Lecture: Today we will begin to analyze ideas of nature at 
work in natural history documentaries. We will discuss the 
"nature" of this genre, which is perhaps the "purest" 
exponent of the urban, and romantic discourse which opposes 
man and nature, the city and the countryside. 
Seminar: We will plan E6, and will begin to discuss the final 
production. 
Workshop: Edit E5, and distribute functions for final 
production. Please don't forget to write this information, 
plus the treatment you've selected, on a piece of paper which 
you hand in to Nils in the next seminar. 
Reading s: Communicating about Science & Nature, (7)  . 
Week 6 	 No classes - reading week. 
Week 7 Lecture: We will continue to analyse 
taries. In this lecture, we will look the 
natural history documentaries. 
Seminar: We will analyze ES and will 
to continue discussions of final produc 
Workshop: Shoot E6 
natural history documen-
sexist nature of many 
use any time left over 
dons. 
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Week 8 
Week 9 
Readings: See the B. Crowther piece in "Feminist critique and 
and the communication of science". 
Lecture: We will view a Horizon documentary about estrogens 
in our drinking water. 
Seminar: We will plan E7 (if group has 7) and 
begin working on scripts. 
Workshop: Edit E6, while other members work on script 
Readings: No readings-- work on your script so that you can 
have your rough draft ready for next week. 
Lecture: We will analyze the Horizon documentary. We will 
discuss how the documentary's narrative attempts to 
"position" the viewers vis-a-vis the problem of estrogens in our 
drinking water. 
Seminar: We will analyze E6, and will work on the scripts 
if there is any time left over. 
Workshop: Shoot E7, or work on researching 
and scripting your final production. 
Readings: Communicating about Science & Nature. (8)  . 
Week 10 	 Lecture: We will view a Dispatches programme which deals 
with the same problem that the Horizon programme did 
(estrogens in water). 
Seminar: We will work on scripts. 
Workshop: Edit E7 and/or work on scripts 
Readings: Communicating about Science and Nature. (8)  . 
Week 11 
Term 3 
Lecture: We will analyze the differences between the ways in 
which the Dispatches version, and the Horizon version of the 
estrogen problem attempt to position us as viewers. By doing 
this, we will understand more clearly the importance and 
nature (!) of genre  and of the ways in which texts "position" 
readers. 
Seminar: We will analyze E7 if there are 7 people in the group, 
and/or we will discuss requirements for assessment No. 2. 
Workshop: No workshops 
Readings: No readings so that you can work on final script. 
MARCH 23 IS THE DEADLINE FOR THE FINAL DRAFT OF 
THE SCRIPT. 
Week 1 	 Lecture: We will discuss problems relating to "human 
nature", by examining a "scientific" piece on the beauty 
of women. 
Seminar: Each group will be reporting about how it plans 
to carry out the production process. 
Workshop: Final production 
Reading s: Communicating about Science & Nature. (9)  . 
Week 2 Lecture: We will continue with last week's subject, this 
time examining how the "scientific" piece is popularised. 
Seminar: We will discuss how your final production is 
coming along, and I will explain what each person will 
need to hand in for assessment No. 3. 
Workshop: Final production. 
Readings: No readings so that you can complete your 
textual analysis. 
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MAY 5 IS THE DEADLINE FOR ASSESSMENT NO. 2. 
Week 3 
Week 4 
Week 5 
Lecture: This will be the concluding lecture, in which I 
will speak of ways in which communicators could adopt 
a more ideologically critical stance with respect to science 
and nature. There will be a course evaluation as well. 
Seminar: We will discuss how your final production is coming 
along. 
Workshop: Final production (you should probably be editing 
by now) 
Readings: Communicating about Science & Nature (10)  . 
Lecture: No lecture. 
Seminar: No seminar. 
Workshop: Final production (you should plan to complete 
your production during this last workshop). 
There will be a session in which we will view and critique 
each group's final project. You should invite the people you 
interviewed for your treatment to this session. 
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Video exercises 
This course will also teach you 
the basics of video production. 
Below you will find a series of 
detailed instructions which 
provide guidance for the video 
exercises. Please read these 
carefully and see the course 
lecturer well before your 
exercise is due if you have any 
questions about them. 
1. Description 
The course will be divided into 
groups of six or seven students. 
Each production group will 
meet for a two-hour workshop 
each week. After a preliminary 
period of familia-risation with 
the equipment and with 
production routines, each group 
will begin a process of 
continuous video production. 
Here's how it will work. 
Each person will be asked to 
be producer/director of a video 
that will last no more than 1 
minute, and which will take the 
form of a short news piece 
about 
	 some 
science/environmental issue. 
This piece should be the result 
of some research which you do 
on some science/environmental 
topic, and which you will 
present in a seminar approx. a 
week before you are scheduled 
to shoot. 
2. Seminar Presentation 
Each producer/director will be 
asked to describe his/her idea 
on a single sheet of paper 
which describes 
- the subject of the video 
- the places and people you'll 
be videoing, including loca-
tion( s) where you'll shoot, 
persons you'll interview; 
- the treatment you have in 
mind, including possible 
camera angles and shots, plus 
questions you'll be asking your 
interviewees. 
As was mentioned earlier, his 
information will be described 
by the producer/director to the 
rest of the group in a seminar 
session a week or so before the 
exercise begins. Without this 
presentation, you will not be 
allowed to produce/direct your 
piece. 
Please give Nils a copy of the 
written information before the 
seminar begins. 
3. Shooting the video 
A week or so after you've 
presented your plans for the 
exercise, you will have a 
workshop session devoted 
exclusively to shooting your 
video, with the help of the rest 
of the members of the group 
(everyone will be expected to 
chip in, even if it's not their 
own video). 
You will be videotaping: 
- contextualizing images of 
whatever topic is being 
covered; 
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- an interview in the field with 
one or more persons, which 
will be edited into the overall 
narration; 
- a conclusion in which the 
presenter makes some closing 
comments and identifies the 
group s/he is working with. 
Since each producer will only 
have two hours to shoot the 
piece, you should be sure to 
arrive punctually to the 
workshop. You should also 
make sure that you've used the 
pre-production 	 period 
(including the seminar) to 
prepare yourself for the 
production process-- otherwise 
you will lose valuable time 
trying to figure out what you 
want to do. 
3. Editing the video 
The next session will be 
devoted exclusively to editing, 
and providing the voice-over 
narration for your video. As 
director/producer, you will 
have two options vis-a-vis the 
voice-over narration: you can 
either take the "rushes" (raw 
footage) and prepare a voice-
over narration at home; or you 
can do the voice-over narration 
"on the spot" the day of the 
editing process. The first option 
gives you more time, and 
should probably be used by 
those who don't do well 
working under extreme 
pressure. The second option is 
more "realistic" in that this is 
how news reporters frequently 
work, but requires you to be 
sharp and inventive while 
working under severe time 
constraints. 
4. Some examples of video 
exercises you might do 
- Interviewing some lecturer 
about his/her area of expertise, 
in relation to some scien-
tific/environmental issue; 
- Interviewing students on 
campus to find out what they 
think about some scientific/ 
environmental issue; 
- Investigating environmental 
problems on campus or in the 
Fishponds area. 
Whatever the subject, you will 
be expected to produce a short 
news piece  , that follows the 
conventions or format of TV 
news about science and the 
environment. (we do not want 
"video art"!) 
5, Rotation 
Since each person will have a 
chance to do produce/direct a 
piece, we will be operating on 
the basis of a system of 
rotation. This means that each 
person will be able to 
produce/direct, but also each of 
the following functions: 
- presenter 
- camera 
- sound 
- lights 
- editing 
- researcher 
Indeed, although you will be 
directing/producing one 
produc-tion, you will also 
perform each of the other 
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functions, on a rotating basis, 
during other people's exercises. 
Although these exercises 
will not be marked, you are  
expected to be present for all 
exercises. Indeed, any student 
with a record of two or more 
unexcused absences will not be 
allowed to produce/direct 
his/her own exercise. If there 
is low attendance after the 
person has done his/her 
exercise, then she/he will not 
be allowed to take key 
functions during the final 
production. 
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Assessment No. 1: Treatment 
The first assessment which you 
will be handing in is known as 
a "treatment". Below you will 
find a description of the 
assessment, as well as guide-
lines for its completion. 
1. Description 
As was explained earlier, a 
treatment is a short description 
of a video project which you 
would like to produce. It states 
- the subject and genre of the 
video 
- angle 
- what audience the video is 
aimed at (this will require 
some extra research) 
- how the video is to be struc-
tured, in terms of the audio-
visual narrative. 
Your first assessment for this 
course will be the submission 
of a treatment which conforms 
to the guide-lines which are 
explained below. 
Each group will select one of 
the submitted treatments for 
its final production. Therefore, 
you should assume that you 
are writing a treatment for a 
video project which your group 
could actually produce, even 
though there is no guarantee 
that it actually will be selected 
for the final production.  
This means planning for 
something which is fun and 
exciting (and ideologically 
critical!), but also something 
that can be produced given the 
facilities and time you will 
have for the final production. 
At this stage, it may be useful 
to read the instructions for the 
final production so that you can 
get an accurate idea of what 
limitations you'll be working 
with. 
2. The subject of the 
treatment 
This is a course about the 
communication of science 
and/or environmental subjects 
or issues. The topic of your 
video should thus be about 
some science and/or 
environmental issue. 
In particular, it will be a 
requirement that SCC students 
should deal with subjects or 
issues which their Issues  
module, or any other SCC 
module, has explored during 
the first term. Although this 
may seem to be an 
unnecessary restriction, it is 
meant a) to promote a greater 
integration between the 
different modules and b) to 
provide you with a research 
base with which to approach 
your subject ie. if you use what 
you've learned in other 
modules, you will not have to 
start your research from 
scratch. 
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3. The genre of the video 
that would be produced 
The notion of "genre" refers to 
a particular type or style of 
programme. Examples of 
genres are news, documentary, 
drama, poetry, etc. Genres are 
key to the extent that they 
help to "synchronize" the 
communicative activities of 
producers and viewers: 
producers need genres to know 
what type of programme they 
are producing (news, 
documentary, etc.) and viewers 
need to know what genre a 
given programme is in order to 
know what to expect from it 
(as viewers, we classify 
programmes on the basis of 
genre, and this affects the way 
we watch a programme. We 
expect, for example, different 
things from news, and from 
soap operas). 
This course will be 
concerned with so-called 
factual genres, but especially 
with news and documentary. 
Your treatment should be for a 
two minute news piece, of 
the type that is typically 
broadcast during the evening 
news (eg. Channel 4 7 o'clock 
news). 
Your mark will depend in part 
on whether or not you actually 
propose a project in this genre 
and not another, so it is key 
that you stick to the news 
genre, which will be described 
in the lectures. 
4. The "angle" 
Your treatment will also have 
to explain what "angle" you 
take in your approach to 
whatever topic you finally 
choose. In a sense, the notion of 
"angle" is almost synonymous 
with "treatment". Angle refers 
to how you delimit and "frame" 
whatever subject you choose. 
Here's an example: you could 
choose to do a video on New 
Age travellers, but your angle 
might be "a day in the life of a 
New Age traveller", or "New 
Age travellers' beliefs about 
nature". Determining the angle 
is key to the extent that it 
allows you to decide what to 
include, and what to exclude 
from a potentially vast subject 
area. If you choose a good 
"angle" or approach, you will 
also find that it will help you in 
constructing a good narrative  
structure for your script. It is 
also key in determining how 
your viewers understand an 
issue. 
Clearly, your "angle" will be 
linked to questions of genre, 
audience(see point S below), 
and production resources. Even 
so, it will also depend on what 
knowledge and what beliefs 
you have of whatever subject 
you pick. So you should refer 
back to what you've learned in 
your other modules 
(remember, you must pick a 
subject or issue which has been 
or is being covered by your 
SS&M or Environmental Science 
course) and you should provide 
full citations for any 
texts/sources you quote. 
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5. Designating an audience 
We will be learning that 
communication is about 
producing and receiving 
messages. This, however, does 
not become explicit unless we 
actually engage in face to face 
communication, or unless we 
say who we have in mind as an 
audience for a programme. 
Ideally, we communicate not 
only on the basis of what we 
know or don't know, think or 
don't think, but also on the 
basis of what our Audience 
knows or doesn't know, thinks 
or doesn't think about the 
subject. Otherwise we speak in 
a vacuum!! 
In order to do this in your 
treatment, you will be asked to 
decide what type of audience 
you would want to 
communicate with if your 
treatment was chosen for the 
final production. It might be a 
group of students you share a 
flat or house with (but not 
from our own course, please!), 
it might be your parents, etc. 
What you will be asked to do is 
not only to "designate" that 
audience, but also to interview 
them. What do they know 
about the subject? If there is 
some big issue which the 
popular press has covered, has 
your audience read or hear 
about it? If so, what do your 
interviewees feel about the 
subject, where do they stand? 
On the basis of their answers, 
you would then proceed to 
propose a video project which 
would try to engage with your 
audience's level of knowledge, 
and with their opinions or  
discourses. If you feel that 
they've been misinformed, you 
may want to do a news piece 
that provides more accurate 
information. You might also 
want to explain something they 
haven't understood.... but all in 
a way which would take into 
account the fact that a) you 
must try to provide a balanced 
coverage which represents a 
variety of points of view 
provided by well informed 
sources; and b) that it's TV that 
your audience would be 
watching (if this were "for 
real"), and that there would 
thus be other channels 
competing for their attention!! 
So in your treatment, you 
should include a) who your 
designated audience is (say, 
two or three people); b) what 
you asked them and what they 
responded; and c) how your 
treatment will engage with 
these people, and their 
discourses. 
6. The structure of your 
proposed video 
Earlier, it was noted that 
having an angle provided the 
beginning of a structure to 
your video. Your treatment 
should conclude by giving a 
clear outline of the structure 
which your proposed video 
would have. Bear in mind that 
the final production would 
include 
- an introduction and contex-
tualizing images of whatever 
topic is being covered; 
- a voice-over narration which 
is clearly structured and 
readily understandable; 
342 
- an interview in the field with 
one or more persons, which is 
edited into the overall 
narration; 
- a conclusion in which the 
presenter makes some closing 
comments and identifies the 
group s/he is working with. 
Whatever outline you suggest 
should keep all of the previous 
points (genre, angle, audience) 
in mind. 
7. Marking criteria 
Your treatment will be marked 
on the basis of the extent to 
which it provides all of the 
information required above. I 
will be looking for evidence of 
- originality of ideas 
- suitability and feasability of 
the ideas, given the genre 
constraints (it must be TV 
news) and pro-duction 
constraints faced by production 
groups; 
- research, which includes the 
use of texts, library resources, 
and any other materials you 
might find useful; plus thinking 
of interviewing a balanced 
variety of appropriate sources 
during the video production. 
- clarity of expression, that is, a 
well written, well organised and 
well justified explanation of 
what it is that you plan to do. 
Your treatment should be 
typewritten with double 
spacing, and should be no more 
than 1,000 words or four 
pages. You should provide full 
references for any quotes or 
ideas which are not your own, 
in accordance with the 
guidelines provided in your 
essential papers. 
8. Concluding remarks 
Each person will be submitting 
a treatment individually, and 
will be marked individually, 
whether his/her group actually 
decides to produce his/her 
project or not. This project will 
be worth 20% of the final mark. 
A final note. You are being 
asked to take the whole 
process of communication 
seriously by designating and 
interviewing a "real" audience. 
In this course, we will be 
discovering that any and every 
text has an "implicit" audience 
which the writer has 
consciously 	 and/or 
unconsciously attempted to 
communicate with. Who will be 
the implicit audience of your 
treatment? In one sense, the 
course lecturer will be that 
implied reader: you want to 
persuade him that your 
treatment is worth a good 
mark, and you'll try to write it 
accordingly. But what about 
your group? Should you take 
them into account when you 
write your treatment? Who 
else, after all, will be reading 
your treatment and deciding 
which treatment becomes a 
final production? So is it 
possible, and desirable, to 
incorporate a second "implied 
audience" in your writing 
process? 
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Assessment No. 2: Textual 
analysis 
This second assessment will be 
due after the Easter break, and 
forms a key part of your 
learning process. Since textual 
analysis will be explained in 
detail in the course and in class 
notes, below we will merely 1) 
summarize the requirements 
for this assessment; 2) make 
some suggestions for the group 
work; and 3) list the criteria 
that will be used to mark it. 
1. Description and require-
ments 
Groups of no less than two, and 
no more than three students 
will be asked to do a textual 
analysis of a media piece which 
is about, or involves scientific/ 
environmental issues. A list of 
options for analysis will be 
provided, which include videos, 
brochures, and magazine 
articles. If your group has 
access to a videotape player, it 
is recommended that you 
analyze a video. If, on the other 
hand, you don't have easy 
access to a videotape player, 
make sure you choose one of 
the non-video texts for 
analysis. 
A number of examples of 
textual analysis will also be 
provided during the course, 
which should provide you with 
additional ideas about what it 
takes to engage in textual 
analysis. From your analysis, it 
should be evident that you 
have studied and incorporated  
the methods and/or findings of 
at least one model of textual 
analysis. 
Your textual analysis will 
need to show in detail, how 
specific textual structures are 
used to (re)produce one or 
more discourses, which you 
will attempt to link to one or 
more concrete institutions. 
Textual analysis involves 
discursive analysis, and vice-
versa; one aspect of analysis is 
incomplete without the other, 
so you are expected to 
demonstrate the capacity to 
link textual forms to 
discourses, and vice-versa. 
The following is the 
recommended structure of 
your group report: 1) the 
report should begin with an 
introduction that explains what 
media text you've decided to 
analyze, and why you've 
chosen it. This introduction 
should also mention what 
theoretical approach you will 
be using to analyse the media 
text, and why you've chosen it. 
2) This should be followed up 
by a second section that 
provides a general account of 
how the media text is 
structured, in terms of a 
description of the media text's 
overarching 
	 narrative 
structure. If you are analyzing 
a text that recontextualizes 
science, then this section may 
compare and contrast the 
recontextualized, and the 
recontextualizing piece. 3) This 
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will be backed up by a more 
detailed analysis of parts of the 
media piece which you 
consider to be particularly 
relevant from the point of view 
of the presence of discourse(s) 
and ideology; and/or from the 
point of view of discursive/ 
ideological transformations. 
Indeed, although you do not 
have to provide a shot by shot, 
or sentence by sentence 
analysis of the entire media 
piece, you will be expected to 
provide a close analysis of 
aspects of the text which you 
consider to be especially 
relevant or important for 
reasons which you will also 
explain. 4) Your analysis needs 
to include, as an integral part 
of the analytical process, how 
the text attempts to position an 
audience or audiences which 
you will attempt to identify. It 
is recommended that you 
contact the producers of the 
media piece to enquire what 
their "target" audience was, if 
there was any. If you obtain 
this information, then your 
analysis might be structured in 
a way that investigates what 
assumptions the producers 
make about the targetted 
audience; what kinds of 
audiences might be excluded 
by the text; and whether or not 
your analysis reveals the 
communicative strategy to be 
successful. 5) Your analysis will 
conclude by stating (in a 
concluding section) exactly 
what discourse(s) and (if 
necessary) ideologies are at 
work in the text, and why 
these are problematic. 6) 
Please include detailed 
footnotes and bibliography. 
2. Doing a group textual 
analysis 
You will be working in small 
groups to do this textual 
analysis. It is thus very 
important that you organize 
yourselves in ways which 
ensure that the group dynamic 
does not simply lead to 
fragmentation and incoherence 
in the analysis (or to one 
person doing all of the work to 
ensure coherence). You may 
find it easier to work with 
people you know, and can 
easily meet after class. 
Each individual should read 
or view the media piece a 
number of times, and the group 
should meet as many times as 
necessary to discuss the piece 
collectively, to decide on a 
strategy of collective analysis. 
Once you feel that you have 
understood the structure of the 
media piece, you will need to 
write the analysis. 
Each person should write a 
section or sections of the 
analysis, and should put their 
name next to the section 
heading(s) so that each person 
can be given an individual 
mark 
Despite this "division of 
labour", it should be clear from 
your analysis that the group 
has agreed on an overall 
interpretation of the text, and 
that there is linkage between 
the different parts. (If there is 
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disagreement amongst the 
group members about the 
meaning of an aspect of the 
text, then you might agree to 
record this disagreement and 
discuss if and why specific 
textual structures may have 
been ambiguous.) 
Remember that meaning is 
not something that is "in" the 
text, but something that is 
created by the relationship 
between text and reader. To 
some extent, meanings will 
thus vary from reader to 
reader and it would be 
excellent if you yourselves 
could use your differing 
interpretations as an example 
of this process at work. 
3. Marking criteria 
Papers will be marked on the 
basis of their fulfillment of the 
list of required sections listed 
above. Each of these will 
receive equal weighting. 
The group will be given a 
group mark, but each 
individual will receive an 
individual mark for his or her 
contribution, which should be 
clearly labelled as such. The 
final assessment mark for each 
person will then be based on 
an average of the two marks 
(50% group mark, 50% 
individual 	 contribution, 
averaged to produce 100% of 
the mark for Assessment No. 
2). 
Please note that group 
marks will be marked up or 
down by a maximum of 10 
percentage points depending 
on the extent to which the 
sections are closely inter- 
related and coherent amongst 
themselves; and individual 
marks will be marked up or 
down by a maximum of10 
percentage points depending 
on clarity of expression. 
5. Conclusion 
Please bear in mind the 
following recommendations: 
The textual analysis must be no 
more than 2000 words, and 
must be typewritten, with 
double spacing. You must 
provide full references for any 
quotes or ideas which are not 
your own, in accordance with 
the guidelines provided in your 
essential papers. 
All groups should include a 
copy of the analysed material 
as an appendix at the end of 
the analysis. Papers without 
this material will not be 
marked. 
If you analyse a video, your 
analysis must include an 
appendix with a list (though 
not an analysis) of all of the 
shots in the media text. Please 
be sure to number these shots, 
and to refer to these numbers 
in the main body of your 
analysis. 
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Assessment No. 3: 
Final production 
After every person in the 
group has had a chance to 
produce/direct one exercise, 
we will begin work on final 
productions. What follows is a 
detailed description of this, the 
most important of the 
assessments. 
1. Description. 
Each group will produce a final 
production which will be 
marked and which will be 
worth 50% of the overall mark. 
Whereas the exercises have a 
time limit of 1 minute, the final 
production will have a time 
limit of 2 minutes. This too, will 
be a news item about a science 
and/or environmental issue. 
And this piece too, will provide 
- contextualizing images of 
whatever topic is being 
covered; 
- images of whatever subject 
matter is being represented; 
- a voice-over narration which 
is clearly structured and 
readily understandable; 
- an interview or interviews on 
location with people who are 
authoritative sources of 
information (these interviews 
will be edited into your overall 
piece); 
- a conclusion in which the 
presenter makes some closing 
comments and identifies the 
group s/he is working with. 
Aside from being longer, the 
difference vis-a-vis the 
exercises is that this time you 
will have more time to prepare 
for the production, and will 
have more time to actually 
carry out the production. 
Moreover, this time you may 
also find and insert ready-
made images of whatever 
subject matter is being 
discussed or represented. 
2. Selecting a treatment, 
electing a production team 
A s 	 explained earlier, 
Assessment No. 1 requires you 
to hand in a treatment for a 
short video piece about 
scientific or environmental 
issues. The first step towards 
your final production will be 
selecting, from amongst the 
treatments handed in by the 
group's individuals, which 
treatment the group as a whole 
wants to produce. You should 
consider not only how 
interesting the idea/treatment 
is, but how feasible it is to 
produce. 
Once you have chosen a 
treatment, you should decide 
who will perform the following 
functions: 
- Producer/director 
- scriptwriter, unless the pro-
ducer/directorher/himself 
writes the script 
- presenter 
- camera 
- sound 
- lights 
- editing 
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Groups with six people may 
decide to double up on one of 
these functions. When you 
designate functions, you should 
bear in mind who was most 
successful performing each 
function during the exercises. 
You should also bear in mind 
that the person who thought up 
the treatment is frequently--
but not necessarily-- in the 
best position to produce and 
direct her/his own piece. 
Once you have decided on 
these matters, you should give 
the course lecturer a piece of 
paper explaining a) what 
treatment you're using, with a 
reminder of the topic; and b) 
who will be doing what during 
the production. Hand this in 
before you begin work on the 
script to make sure that the 
subject or topic is suitable for 
the course. 
3. Writing a script 
Once the group has selected a 
treatment and elected a 
production team, it should 
begin work on scripts, and/or 
on any research required for 
these. Although the whole 
group can and should 
participate in the discussion of 
the script, one, or at most two 
people should be in charge of 
actually writing the script. 
Don't let the need for consensus 
bog you down-- although there 
should always be some 
consultation, you must 
distribute work amongst 
yourselves. You must also 
respect the producer/ 
director's final decisions (this 
assumes, of course, that the 
producer/director is on the 
ball...). Please note, though, that 
producers/directors under no  
circumstances should end up 
doing all, or most of the work 
themselves. 
You will be given some time 
to work on scripts during the 
seminars, and during the 
workshops. However it's more 
than likely that the 
scriptwriter will have to work 
on scripts outside of seminars 
and workshops as well. You 
will be asked to bring in rough 
drafts for discussion to the 
seminar. Please note, though, 
that: 
There will be a deadline for 
the submission of the final 
draft of the script, and failure 
to meet this deadline will mean 
a 0 for that aspect of the 
production, in accordance with 
the university regulations for 
late submission of work. 
Moreover, no group will be 
allowed to start the actual 
production stage until they 
have submitted the final draft 
of the script. 
So the script itself will have 
a submission date, and will be 
marked as part of the final 
production. It will be worth 
20% of the final production 
mark, and will be marked on 
the basis of the following 
criteria: 
- the extent to which it demon-
strates a capacity to 
communicate in an audio-
visual language (as distinct 
from a video "essay" or a 
"talking head") that is in 
keeping with the news genre; 
as part of this, the extent to 
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which it is clearly organised on 
the narrative level (providing a 
clear and coherent narrative 
structure) and is a narrative 
that is appropriate to the TV 
news genre; 
- the extent to which it shows 
an effort to communicate with 
the designated audience of the 
group; 
- the extent to which it is the 
result of a research process 
which reflects on the problems 
of discourses associated with 
the subject/problem being 
treated; 
- the extent to which its own 
formal presentation as a script 
is clear and follows the 
conventions for scriptwriting 
presented in the course. 
Each of these will be given 
equal weight. 
4. Producing the video 
Once each group has handed in 
and received some feedback on 
the script, it will begin the 
production process. Each group 
will need to plan its activities 
in a timely and effective 
fashion. The production will 
take place during the four 
weeks after the Easter break. 
Although there will be a 
limited amount of extra 
production time available for 
groups with technical 
difficulties or any other 
problems beyond the group's 
control, (please note that this 
is different from problems the 
group should have foreseen!) 
you should assume that you 
have no more than four 
summer term workshop 
sessions to complete the 
production. Any particularly 
disorganised groups who don't 
adequately use production time 
may find that no extra time 
will be available if the A/V 
technicians or resources are 
very busy. 
The mark for the production 
process will be split in two: 
- the extent to which the group 
keeps to the planned division 
of labour and works as a 
coherent group (as distinct 
from groups in which one 
person does all, or vice-versa, 
where everybody does a bit of 
everything) (20%). 
- the extent to which the video 
itself is successful in 
embodying the marking 
criteria mentioned for the 
script, in regard to a/v 
communication, communication 
with the designated audience, 
communication that is critical 
vis-a-vis existing discourses, 
and finally, narrative structure. 
Again, each of these points will 
be given equal weight (20%) 
5. Evaluating the video 
After you have finished the 
production, you yourself will 
also be asked to participate in 
the evaluation of your own 
video in two ways. 
On the one hand, we will 
have a conference in which we 
will critique (not to be 
confused with "criticize"!) each 
group's video. 
On the other hand, each 
person will he submitting a 
written evaluation of the 
production, which briefly 
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analyzes in three separate 
sections, 
- your own contribution to the 
group (including a description 
of your roles and functions in 
the group) 
- the group dynamics (how 
well you worked as a group) 
- the degree of success of the 
video in communicating its 
intended message to its 
designated audience, including 
the reasons why you think it 
was or wasn't successful. 
This individual report will be 
worth 40% of the final 
production mark. It should 
demonstrate a capacity to 
evaluate each of the above 
points (your own contribution, 
group dynamics, and the video 
itself) with the relevant 
concepts, ideas, and/or 
critiques taught in the course 
throughout the year. Here are 
some examples of the kinds of 
things we will be looking for: 
explaining if and how the 
group dynamics and the video 
itself contest or (re)produce 
any discourse or ideology (eg. a 
sexist or racist discourse); if 
and how there is any instance 
of self-censorship; if and how 
the text failed to engage with 
its designated audience; if and 
how the dynamics of the 
production process got in the 
way of making a more 
ideologically critical video; if 
and how a certain textual 
feature of the video itself 
"framed" the issue in a way 
that was particularly critical, or 
uncritical of any discourse or 
ideology. 
Individual reports which fail to 
demonstrate a working 
knowledge of the different 
concepts taught in the course 
(eg. discourse, ideology, etc.) 
will not get a passing mark. 
Although this point may seem 
obvious, please do remember 
that you will also be marked on 
the basis of your capacity to 
take critical distance from your 
own work, and not on the basis 
of your capacity to laud your 
own group! 
This report must be 
typewritten, double-spaced 
and must be no more than 
1000 words. You must provide 
full references for any quotes 
or ideas which are not your 
own, in accordance with the 
guidelines provided in your 
essential papers. 
Please note: You need to put 
the number of the production 
group you belong to on the title 
page of your assignment so 
that internal and external 
markers know what video 
production process you are 
evaluating. 
6. Summary of marking 
criteria 
The following, then, is a 
summary of the different 
things that will be taken into 
account in the marking of your 
entire final production; 
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Summary of criteria for marking final productions 
A. Script: (20%) 
1) Communicates in A/V language, with suitable narrative? 
2) Shows evidence of attempting to communicate with designated 
audience? 
3) Is ideologically critical vis-a-vis discourses/ideologies treated? 
4) Follows conventions of scriptwriting, and includes all required 
explanations? 
B. Group work (20%) 
1) Group follows pre-established division of labour? 
2) Group follows plans as far as possible, or modifies them in a 
manner that considers the implications for the overall narrative? 
C. Video itself (20%) 
1) Communicates in A/V language, with suitable narrative? 
2) Attempts to communicate with designated 
audience? 
3) Is ideologically critical vis-a-vis discourses/ideologies treated? 
D. Individual report (40%) 
1) Evidence of adequate individual participation? 
2) Is there a critique of the group dynamics, which employs terms 
and theories taught in the course? 
3) Is there a good critique of the video itself, which employs textual 
analysis to evaluate the video? 
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Appendix XII 
Example of Concept-oriented Lecture 
The following pages contain an example of what I describe in chapter 
three as a lecture organised along the lines of the concept-oriented 
modality. The pages show the information put up on OHP transparencies 
during the lecture. As I delivered the lecture, I 'punctuated' each point 
with the OHP. Before each lecture, I left a copy of these notes in the 
library, for photocopying by students. The example I have chosen 
recontextualizes some of the ideas of Scannel, P. (1991) "Public service 
broadcasting: the history of a concept" in C. Sparks & P. Dahlgren (Eds.) 
Communication and Citizenship, London: Routledge, pp. 11-28. 
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COMMUNI CA TI NG SCI ENCE 
"Public Service" as Discourse 
The week before reading week... 
*Popularization of science as 
recontextualization 
*Recontextualization as part of mass  
communication 
*Mass communication as institutionalized 
communication 
This week... 
*We will discuss the sense of "mission" that 
led the BBC and other media institutions to 
communicate about science: the idea of 
providing a "public service" 
1. But what is "Public Service"? (A brief 
history based on the work of P. Scannel) 
*The Victorian notion of service 
*The need for the state to intervene in the 
distribution of a scarce resource 
*The decision by the government to regard 
this scarce resource as a "public utility" 
*John Reith, managing director of BBC 
(1927- 1938). 
*Reith: public service broadcasting should 
*unite an otherwise scattered and fragmented public 
into a 'general public' (nation-building) 
*provide universal access to all aspects of national life 
*educate and "improve" this public by 
providing them with quality programming 
*empower citizens to make democratic choices by 
informing them about all aspects of state decision-
making 
*BBC a monopoly meant to carry out the aims 
defined by Reith. This monopoly lasted for 
about 30 years. 
*The rise of a "commercial" sector for T.V. in 
1950's 	 continued the "public service" 
mission. 
3. Communicating Science as "Public 
Service" 
The Reithian ideals are quite easily applicable 
to science communication: 
*nation building: need to build nation 
through increased science & technology 
*universal access: the "general public" 
should have access to science 
*"quality" programming like "Horizon" 
series should improve public's 
understanding of scientific issues 
*science programmes should inform public 
so that public can decide 
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4. "Public Service" as DISCOURSE 
*The "idea" of public service is an example of a 
social discourse. 
In this course, we will define discourse in a 
special way: 
A discourse is a group of statements which 
provide a language for talking about-- i.e. a 
way of representing-- a particular kind of 
knowledge about a topic. (S. Hall) 
*Discourses determine how we approach, 
understand, and relate to phenomena. 
*Although discourses are expressed through 
language, they are also expressed through 
other forms of action: 'discursive practice' 
*Discourses occur as groups of statements, 
each of which is linked to the other in what 
are called discursive formations 
*Discourses are never absolutely "true", or 
"false": they are always "motivated" ways of 
representing phenomena 
Appendix XIII 
Example of Media-Analysis Lecture 
The following pages contain an example of the content of what I describe in 
chapter three as a 'media analysis' modality of lecturing. The form is 
different from the lecture in that the following pages contain essay-like 
lecture notes, which were distributed to students on the day of the lecture. 
Even so, I have included this example (one of many similar lecture notes 
provided to students) because they provide a sense of the hierarchical, 
sequencing, and criterial rules with which I structured this modality of 
lecture. 
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COMMUNICATING ABOUT 
SCIENCE AND NATURE 
Nature Naturalized 
Lecture notes by Nils Lindahl Elliot 
Communicating Science 
BA (Hons) in Science, Communication and Culture 
Introduction 
In this brief lecture, and in the following ones, we will discuss 
social ideas of nature. We all think we know exactly what we're 
talking about when we use words like "nature", "natural", or even 
"unnatural". To use earlier terminology, we have naturalised ideas 
of nature, which we now think of as being, well, "natural". This 
chapter will denaturalise some of the ways in which we speak 
about nature, the natural, and the unnatural. 
1. Ideas of nature as discourses about nature 
It is easy to forget that our representations of the "nature of 
nature" are exactly that: representations. By means of symbolic 
forms-- words, images, statements, but in general, discourses--
we represent nature in culturally particular ways. Different 
cultures have different ways of representing nature. The Kogi 
Amerindians in South America, for example, have no general term 
to represent what we call "nature". While the symbolic form 
"nature" allows us to speak generally about all of the 
objects/phenomena which we regard as being part of what we call 
"nature", the Kogi represent each object/phenomena in terms of 
its individual attributes, and in terms of its relationships with 
specific "lesser" gods, and with their supreme god, the Great 
Mother of the Universe (note that their supreme deity is female, 
not male...). 
To be sure, and as Raymond Williams (1980) has noted his 
brilliant essay "Ideas of Nature", the ways in which we ourselves 
have used the symbolic form "nature" have changed over the 
centuries. During the medieval era, for example, Williams notes 
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that God was "absolute first". and Nature "His minister and 
deputy". Centuries later, the idea that nature was the result of 
godly actions, indeed "God's deputy" came to be questioned with 
the rise of scientific discourses about the origin of the universe, 
and the evolution of natural phenomena. At that point, nature 
ceased being "God's deputy" and became an abstract, material 
force which was no longer thought of as an expression of godly 
intentions and motives-- at least not by those who suscribed to 
this new representation of the meaning of nature. 
Why is this history important to us today? It is important 
because it historicizes and thereby denaturalizes our present 
ideas of nature. To historicize something is to show it to be the 
result of social-historical forces and actions, as different from 
being something which just "is" for no human, and social reason. 
What we say and what we "do" with nature-- what discourses we 
develop to speak about nature-- depends on a history of such 
discourses that have led to our present understandings of nature. 
This denaturalizes our present conceptions to the extent that it 
forces us to recognize that the ways in which we speak about 
nature are the product of culturally and socially bound 
discourses. They are not "natural". 
Actually, the point just made begins to illustrate the social 
power of discourses about nature, and the natural. If we think 
that something is "natural", we tend to absolve any person, any 
institution, any concrete human action from responsibility for it. 
It thus makes sense that people and institutions might be 
tempted to brand certain phenomena as being "natural" to further 
their causes, and eventually, to dominate certain social groups 
who feel powerless to act because they think something is 
essential, unchanging, immutable, indeed, "natural". When this 
happens, discourses about nature serve ideological purposes. 
2. An example of (institutional) discourses about nature 
and the natural: Clairol Loving Care. 
The above argument might seem far-fetched, or abstract. Here 
then is an example of this very process at work in our everyday 
life. 
In 1992/3, Clairol ran a 30-second television advertisement 
which told the following story: 
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Event 1: A woman discovers with horror that she has a gray 
hair. 
Event 2: The woman tries to conceal it by putting on a hat, but 
this strategy fails: the gray hair reappears. 
Event 3: 	 Clairol appears on the scene with the solution: a hair 
dye 
that removes unnaturally gray hairs. 
Event 4: The woman dies her hair (although this is not shown) 
and emerges triumphantly, her problem solved (this is 
shown). 
Event 5: She passes by another woman, who has just 
discovered, again with horror, that she has the same 
problem. 
As described, this narrative may seem quite simple. In fact, the 
advertisement is extraordinarily complex. As is the case with any 
text, it (re)produces a number of culturally and socially embedded 
and inter-twined discourses, using a variety of subtly structured 
symbolic forms (shots, camera angles, statements, etc.). In this 
case, the discourses of most interest to us are discourses about 
female beauty, and thereby femininity; and discourses about 
nature. In this advert, these are inter-twined and mutually 
supportive. 
The discourse on feminine beauty in this case is reproduced 
by a combination of a) all of the visual features exhibited by the 
model used for the advertisement-- young despite not being so 
young, "fresh", immaculately groomed, extraordinarily elegant, 
etc--; and b) by the story of which she is the protagonist. The 
story is a story about a beautiful woman (of course, the notion of 
the beautiful is itself culturally coded-- we will return to this in 
future lectures--) whose beauty is threatened by the appearance 
of a single gray hair. Although this is never explicitly stated, 
viewers socialized by dominant codes of feminine beauty 
instantly understand that the horror is due to the fact that the 
gray hair is a symbol of aging. And within Western culture, aging, 
particularly amongst women, is something which is viewed as a 
negative sign: aging-- and all of its signs-- must be suppressed "at 
all costs". This is in sharp contrast with other cultures, such as the 
Chinese, were aging is said to be a sign of wisdom, grace, 
durability... 
The discourse of nature enters the scene most explicitly 
with the voice-over narration: 
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"When your gray hair becomes a handful, Shampoo in Clairol's 
Loving Care. With no peroxide or ammonia, it lasts up to 8 washes 
or for longer lasting colour there's Clairol's Lasting Colour. Both 
cover gray gently, returning your hair's natural colour. Giving (sic) 
your hair with a depth and shine that's outstanding. Not gray hair 
that stands out. " 
When examined critically, this actually can be revealed to be an 
extraordinary statement, given the dominant discourses about 
nature which regard aging as a natural process, and which regard 
chemicals as being "unnatural" (Of course, are chemicals truly 
unnatural? Are they not produced with "natural" elements?). The 
advertisement implies that gray hairs are somehow unnatural, 
and that the chemicals in the hair dyes will restore the hair to its 
"natural condition". So the advertisement works by trying to 
invert the meanings normally promoted by dominant discourses 
about nature: use chemicals to be more natural. 
This discursive inversion is intimately inter-twined with the 
discourse on beauty to the extent that the full discursive 'formula' 
can be described thus: to be beautiful is to be beautiful in the way 
that this woman is beautiful, that is, youthfully and "naturally" 
beautiful (perhaps too youthful for the presence of such hairs!). 
Such beauty can be lost unless you use Clairol to cover up 
unnaturally gray hairs. 
The entire audio-visual narrative strategy works to 
(re)produce this discourse, which is quite widely used by the 
cosmetics industry. In this case, digital image synthesis 
techniques akin to those used in Who Framed Roger Rabbit are 
employed to "animate" a gray hair, and thereby to make the gray 
hair stand out "unnaturally" (of course a "natural" gray hair would 
never be this visible). Thus emphasized, this "horrendous" 
phenomenon is then given even more salience by the use of 
symbolic forms which themselves reproduce discourses of the 
natural, some of which are conflicting amongst themselves. The 
woman has brown hair-- a "natural" blonde would have 
undermined (paradoxically) the "natural" look-- and wears a 
brown dress. Even so her skin is very white-- why should it be?--
and stands out-- though not as much as the silver hair (!)-- when 
represented in the context of a domestic background of "natural" 
sepias and browns, and also a lot of greenery: domestic foliage, 
"nature" brought into the household. 
A full textual analysis would need to explore a number of 
other aspects further. We would want to explore the camera 
angles and montages, to then ask why they are used. One reading 
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of these is that the shots and montage invite the viewer to assume 
a paradoxical attitude of undetected, "peeping" observation, but at 
the same time of horrified identification with the woman: of 
watching it happen to someone else, from above, from partially 
closed doorways, from "behind" a two-way mirror, but also of 
imagining it happening it to oneself. We would also need to 
question the angles in which the products appear in the advert, 
and finally, we would need to explore the potential significance of 
the closing scene, in which another woman begins the cycle all 
over again. For the present purposes, however, it suffices to 
explain that an institution (the producer of Clairol Loving Care) 
has defined "nature" and the "natural" in ways which suit its 
(ideological) purposes. This is dissimulated (cf. previous lecture) 
by means of the ideological inversion mentioned earlier. 
3. Conclusion 
Examples like these should lead us to question the ways in which 
nature is represented in our culture. What is being defined as 
"natural", and what is being treated as "unnatural", by which 
institutions, and for what purposes? It is easy to forget that 
humans reproducing the values and discourses of particular 
cultures and institutions do the defining. To be sure, there is a 
long and tragic history whereby discourses about nature, the 
natural, and the unnatural have been used to justify the 
domination, exploitation, and at times even the elimination of 
certain social groups. When this has happened-- when, for 
example, women have been told that they should stay at home 
because they are "naturally" suited for domestic chores; or when 
capitalism has been justified on the grounds that it is a more 
"natural" economic system-- nature has been molded to serve 
ideological purposes. Part of what has made such discourses so 
powerful is that they have been attributed not to particular men 
or women, not to particular institutions or cultures, but rather, to 
nature "itself'. In the following lecture we will examine another 
example of this process at work when we analyze natural history 
documentaries. 
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